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Abstract
Knafo, Sharon. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December, 2012. Teachers’
Perception of School Climate in Independent Jewish Day Schools in Relations to Change
and Transition of Leadership Personnel. Major Professor: Larry McNeal, Ph.D.

This study examined the relationship between turnover of school leadership personnel
and school climate as perceived by teachers. The study focused on Jewish day schools in
the United States in different cities and states. Fifty Jewish day schools (ranging from
preschool age to high school) participated in the study with 200 teachers from these
schools taking part in the study and 45 teachers completing the researcher designed
questionnaire. Using school climate as the unit of analysis, the questionnaire outlined
and measured six elements related to school climate (personal relationships,
resourcefulness, professional collaboration, management, professional performance, and
growth climate of the school). These six elements comprised a total school climate score
which was the dependent variable in the study while the independent variable was the
number of leadership personnel (heads of school, principals, and religious studies
directors) that changed over the five years between 2006 and 2011. In addition, each of
the six categories of school climate was used as a dependent variable and its relationship
to the turnover of school heads in Jewish day schools between 2006 and 2011 was
examined individually. The results pointed out that the perception of school climate by
teachers was generally lower in schools that experienced a high volume of leadership
personnel change. Moreover, these findings indicated a significant relationship between
changes in academic leaders in Jewish day schools and the school climate as perceived by
the teachers at these schools. The study also illustrated that the most significant climate
indicators relating to leadership personnel change were growth climate, academic
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performance, management, and resourcefulness respectively. This research concluded
with recommendations to organizations, schools, independent schools, and Jewish day
schools, to enhance the stability of leadership positions and plan changes in school
leadership personnel carefully. Instead of seeking a “knight on a white horse,” school
boards and lay leadership should unite forces toward establishing a system of support that
enables and empowers school administration to overcome current economic and
educational challenges, and lead the school.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduction to the Problem
The effects of educational leadership on the design and the operation of
educational institutions are great. From the daily institutional operation, to the blueprint
of their vision and their mission, leaders in education play a pivotal role in the life of
organizations and a prime role in the life of students, teachers, staff, communities and
stakeholders of educational establishments. Blase and Kirby (1992) identified the critical
role that principals play in schools and claimed that principals can affect teachers and
impact school culture in multiple ways. Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) echoed
this idea and described the school leaders as the key to effective schools and claimed that
the leadership personnel has a direct effect on student achievement. The complex
environment of schools includes various actors who operate in a dynamic educational
arena, and as a result, these actors try to influence each other and resume political power
resources. Weaver-Hightower (2008) likens the process of educational decision making
to the process of ecology of natural life system. Both present high levels of complexity of
different components, variety of players, power struggles and politics that design policies
and ecology systems. Just as the North American arboreal ecologies present relationships
that exist among animals, birds, insects, microbial life forms, human beings and their
environments (air, water, soil, sunshine, temperatures, wind, and rain), educational
endeavors present complex interrelationships and demand collaboration of the histories,
people, places, groups, traditions, economic and political conditions, institutions, and
relationships that affect it or that are affected by it.
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Firestone (1989) recognizes the complexity and the balance that is needed for
educational decisions to take place and pointed to different effects of an educational
policy on its contingent environment. However, just as in sports and ecology, this
harmony takes a fascinating turn when a change of players takes place. Malen (as cited in
Jackson, 2007) claims that the prime actors in the educational arena are the principals
(educational leaders), who have the power to regulate the flow of influence within an
organization. In this analysis, the principal is viewed in a gatekeeper-type role, having the
power either to cultivate and make use of teacher influence over school policy matters or
to stifle and negate the effect of teacher influence and retain power and influence him or
herself. When principals and school leaders change frequently, the ramification of such a
turnover has a direct effect on teachers and faculty members.
According to Meyer, Macmillan, and Northfield (2011), principals’ turnover has
the potential to seriously impact the school’s morale and values. In this reality of rapid
change, teachers try to adjust to new administrators and their possible shifts in focus. As
a result of leadership turnover, teachers in schools with new administrators have to deal
not only with changes in district, state and/or provincial policies, but also with adapting
to the new principal’s style.
The phenomenon of educational personnel turnover is not exclusive to principals
or to a specific sector of education. Prager (as cited in Schick, 2007) identifies some of
the tendencies in today’s educational fields and focuses on the shortage of educational
leaders. Prager characterizes this shortage as a crisis being felt in both the public and
private school sectors, across religious and secular lines. In a research done by the U.S.
Department of Education, Battle (2010) assessed how many school principals in the
2

2007-2008 school year still worked as a principal in the same school in the 2008-2009
school year, how many had moved to become a principal in another school, and how
many had left the principalship altogether. The sample included about 7,460 public
schools and 1,890 private schools with high rates of response (varied from 97% for
private schools to 99% for public schools). Of the 117,140 school principals (public and
private) who were principals during the 2007-08 school year, approximately 21% left or
moved to another school during the following school year.
Further investigation of these high turnover rates reveals that about 16% of
private school principals, who had less than 3 years of experience as a principal in any
school as of 2007-2008, had left the principalship the following year, while 8% of private
school principals with 10 years or more experience had left the principalship. In public
schools the opposite was found, where 8% of the principals who had less than 3 years of
experience left, and 18% of the principals with tenure of 10 years or more left. Although
these transitions of principals are primarily within the same sectors, the turnovers (within
one year of research) raise the question of stability in the educational arena. Guin (2004)
finds in his study a chronic teacher turnover in inner city elementary schools. Grace and
Khalsa (2003) identify the same pattern with increasing attrition among teachers and the
need to recruit teaching staff again and again. According to Guin (2004), the impacts of
teacher turnover on a school’s working climate and ability to effectively function is
tremendous.
Kirst and Wirt (2009) describe the superintendent work environment as similarly
challenging and demanding. Negotiate with political interest groups, operate in a
financial crunch, resolve conflicts with boards, cope with daily crises, and take a
3

tremendous personal and professional toll, are a few of the exhausting aspects of the
superintendent job. Kirst and Wirt (2009) show that only two of the 55 superintendents
who participated in one research study were in office one year after the study. The
superintendents indicated that long work days, weakening of spirit and hassles from a
greater number of citizens were the prime reasons for this turbulence (Kirst & Wirt,
2009).
An earlier study that was done by Czaja and Harman (1997) shows a high rate of
183 professionals who left the superintendency in Texas after the 1994-1995 school year,
primarily due to poor working relationships with school boards. The ramifications of
these turnover rates extend beyond personal effects. Berlau (2011) explains that
superintendent longevity has been an issue for many years and, despite research studies
that identified the importance of stable leadership in the sustainability of school
improvement efforts, that the tenure of superintendents continued to be short.
This turnover phenomenon crosses different sectors and various positions in
education. Knafo (2012) identifies similar turnover trends in Jewish day schools and
specifically among heads of Jewish day schools who serve in the role of school
principal/superintendent. The high turnover in Jewish day school leaders in the United
States has a great effect on the climate and the management structure of the schools
(Elmaleh, 1988; Knafo, 2012; Schick, 2007).
The interesting similarities between the data that is described about turnover
among heads of school in Jewish day schools and turnover among superintendents is not
surprising. The similarities between these two top positions are even greater as the nature
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of working with board of directors (or board of trustees) and multiple constituencies can
put forth similar challenges and obstacles (Knafo, 2012).
Educational leaders of today see a new and complex educational environment that
encompasses frequent changes. Change requires the learning of something new, which
frequently makes people anxious (Evans, 1996). People usually cling to their current
skills and are afraid to try new ones. The fear of the unknown, compounded with the
rapid change of leadership personnel, causes destabilization in which people can no
longer treat as a given the most fundamental things they once took for granted (Vaill, as
cited in Evans, 1996).
Elaborating on Elmaleh’s findings (Elmaleh, 1988), Schick’s report (Schick,
2007) and Knafo’s recent work (Knafo, 2012) , this research aims to focus on the
relation between the number of leadership personnel changes in Jewish day schools and
the teachers’ perception of school climate as a result of this personnel turnover.
Additionally, this research makes an effort to seek and uncover the extent to which these
personnel changes relate to teachers’ perceptions of school climate and attempts to
examine the implications of these relations, hoping to shed light on human resource
patterns in independent schools and on the ramifications of these patterns.
Background of the Study
This research emerged from previous literature and research studies done by
Elmaleh (1988) and later by Schick (2007) and Knafo (2012). Elmaleh (1988) finds a
high rate of termination among Jewish day school principals in the United States during
the years 1980-1985. In Elmaleh’s study, 233 principals and 114 board presidents
responded to Elmaleh’s self-designed questionnaires. Elmaleh’s findings showed that (1)
5

among responding principals, fewer than 10% of principals remained in their positions
for 10 or more years; (2) the termination rate among principals during the research years
was between 60% and 70%; (3) a gradual yearly increase in the termination rate during
the research years was identified; (4) 50% of the schools had hired a principal between
1983 and 1985; (5) 20% of the principals’ terminations occurred after the first year on the
job, and 55% occurred after 2-3 years on the job; (6) 35% of principals had terminated
their positions during the research term (Elmaleh, 1988).
The current limited data on the extent of the turnover among principals and heads
of schools in Jewish day schools prompted the Avi Chai Foundation to conduct a widescale research project on Jewish day schools in the United States. Dr. Marvin Schick was
appointed to conduct this research, and during the 2005-2006 school year he included in
this research more than 500 Jewish day school principals listed in the directories for
Community schools, Solomon Schechter schools (Conservative), Reform schools and
Modern and Centrist Orthodox institutions. An impressive rate of about 75% (380
leaders) returned their questionnaires; the confidentiality and the credibility of the Avi
Chai Foundation (which has a record of philanthropic involvement in Jewish day
schools) contributed to the high response rate. Schick (2007) found that there were not
enough valid candidates to take on the headship position. In addition, there was the issue
of leadership tenure with the length of tenure getting shorter. Also, two-thirds of the
principals in Jewish day schools reported having been at their current school for fewer
than ten years, with one-quarter in post for four years or less, with a significant
proportion of these leaders coming to their current position from a different school. As
for the reasons for this turnover rate, one third of the subjects indicated that promotion
6

and career advancement were the main factors in their decision to leave their position,
one quarter of the subjects indicated that geographic considerations were the prime
factors, and only 6% of subjects acknowledged that the reason for their move was
because they were fired (Schick, 2007). Schick attributed this low percentage of fired
leaders to the self-denial mechanism leaders develop to create emotional comfort zones
for dealing with rejection or disappointment. Another interpretation is that it is possible
that in the case of some leaders whose contracts were not renewed, the board of trustees
and the incumbent reached an understanding that it was time to move on and the leader
interpreted this not as a one-sided firing but as a mutual decision; this was cited by one in
eight subjects as the reason for their career change (Schick, 2007).
Knafo (2012) identified the same tendency of high turnover among heads of
Jewish day schools and found that school climate as perceived by teachers is related to
the number of changes in the position of head of school. Teachers in schools with four or
more heads of school in the recent five year period had a significantly lower school
climate perception than teachers who worked in schools with one head of school over the
last five years. Knafo’s research also indicated that the more heads of school teachers
had, the lower their perception of school climate.
This trend of leadership personnel change presents multiple ramifications and
challenges for Jewish day schools, and this research will focus on understanding the
relations between the climates at the schools as perceived by the schools’ teachers and the
leadership personnel change phenomenon.
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Statement of the Problem
This research focused on the intersection of leadership personnel change in
Jewish day schools (particularly on the relationship between the turnover in Heads of
School, principals and directors of religious studies) and the teachers’ perception of
school climate. Although climate in schools and leadership stability are much discussed
topics in educational literature, the available research does not adequately address the
relations between the leadership turnovers (as described above) and the perceived school
climate by teachers in Jewish day schools. The leadership turnover and the teachers’
perceptions are complexly intertwined, as changes in the top affect the human side of the
school (Evans, 1996). Community members, lay leadership, educational leadership and
researchers must seek to understand the effects of these personnel turnovers on school
climate and possibly on school performance. Strategies to combat the potential problems
must be considered by Jewish day school leadership and constituencies or else the cycle
of high turnovers will perpetuate itself and continue to impair the growth and success of
Jewish day schools.
Purpose of the Study
This quantitative study sought to understand the relations between the number of
changes in the Head of School position in independent Jewish day schools in the recent
five years (2006-2011) as well as the number of changes in the principals’ positions and
religious studies directors’ positions in independent Jewish day schools, and perceived
school climate by the schools’ teachers. This research engendered new information that
may guide current and future school boards and day school leadership how to think about
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the ramifications of headship personnel change and midlevel academic administrative
positions changes.
The following research questions guided this study:
1. How often did leadership personnel changes occur in Jewish day schools in
America between the years of 2006-2011?
2. What are the teachers’ perceptions of their school climate?
3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
Head of School leadership change?
4. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate in
each of the six categories (subsets) and Head of School leadership change?
5. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
personnel change in the school academic leadership team (principals, directors of
Jewish studies)?
Definition of Terms
There are a number of terms that are important to this study. As such, the following terms
were operationally defined:
Director of Jewish Studies. The religious aspects of Jewish day schools are
usually managed by a member of the educational leadership and administration team who
oversees the Jewish curriculum, programs, services and the faculty of this department.
These individuals can come from a rabbinical background or from an educational
leadership background as they take part in teaching students, leading faculty and working
closely with parents in addition to their administrative responsibilities. Similar to the
principal’s role (as outlined under “Principal”), the focus of this role in Jewish day
9

schools is primarily academic although the job descriptions for directors of Jewish studies
as well as their administrative responsibilities and the capacity of the assistance to the
Head of School vary from institution to institution.
Head of School. The Head of School provides overall leadership to the school
environment on a daily basis. He or she offers guidance in pedagogy and vision leading
to a safe, nurturing environment for students and a positive work environment for the
faculty and staff (Deal & Bolman, 2002). Private and independent heads of school must
move more easily in the worlds of law, business, public relations, marketing, fundraising, construction, finance, and local politics. Legal issues, building-permit headaches,
architectural revisions, neighborhood complaints, and community outreach do not bypass
small school heads. In fact, they often impact the life of the head of a small school whose
limited budget restricts his or her ability to hire additional administrators or contract with
outside specialists (Votey, 2002). Perhaps the biggest single categorical difference
between the principal of a public school and Head of School is the headmaster's
fundraising role. The need to raise significant amounts of money from donors and to do
so without either ignoring the daily needs of the school or selling the school's soul is a
challenge that distinguishes the two roles (Jorgenson, 2006). The Head of School title is
generally regarded as more prestigious and encompassing in responsibility than Principal
(Schick, 2007).
Independent Schools. Independent schools (also known as private schools)
emerged in the early age of American history and have evolved into an important
component in todays’ educational system. These schools will be discussed in details
under Chapter 2 of this research (the literature review). Independent schools include
10

sectarian schools (parochial, denominational, and those which are religious in their
nature) and non-sectarian schools (no denominational). Most independent schools
incorporate common academics in their curriculum, but some focus only on religious
studies. This research defines independent schools as private schools that integrate
academic curriculum with sectarian or non-sectarian ideas, and are accredited by the
National Association of Independent Schools or by an affiliated association. There are
approximately 1,400 independent schools and associations in the United States and most
of these are affiliated with The National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS). The
NAIS mission is rooted in the core values of independence, inclusivity, and innovation.
Independent schools believe in the freedom, independence and self-determination as they
prepare their students to contribute effectively to their societies. NAIS represents and
sustains schools that are self-determining in mission and program, free from government
control, and governed by independent boards (National association of independent
schools, 2010). Independent elementary and secondary schools in the U.S. are accredited
by regional or state associations. This accreditation is voluntarily done and respects
differences in institutional populations, missions, and cultures. The accreditation process
is based on standards, which are developed by the schools that are members of National
association of independent schools (NAIS). It indicates that the school meets or exceeds
the required standards that were set by the members of NAIS (NAIS, 2010). Independent
schools are usually defined as 501(c) (3) nonprofit organizations and differ from one
another in structure, size, ideology, mission, vision, organization, management and
finances (NAIS, 2010).
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Independent Jewish Day Schools. Jewish schools are usually referred to as
Jewish day schools while the more intensively religious schools are called Yeshivas.
There are important educational differences that reflect the religious differences between
these two types of schools. These differences are encompassed in the academic program,
school ambience, curriculum, school hours, dress code, admission policy, mission,
approaches to tuition and scholarships, and expectations from administration, faculty,
parents and students (Schick, as cited in Ravitch & Viteritti, 2000). By nature, Jewish day
schools are parochial schools, religiously sponsored just like thousands of Catholic and
other denominational schools, and their curriculum is similar to what is offered by the
public schools, not including their unique religious component (Schick, as cited in
Ravitch & Viteritti, 2000).
Independent Jewish day schools are considered the jewels within the Jewish
educational system. Jewish day schools are described as the most impactful single
weapon in the arsenal for educating Jewish children and youth. One of the most crucial
problems about day schools relates less to the quality of education provided and more to
the capacity of middle-class parents to afford tuition. The Jewish community has
consistently opposed governmental funding for private Jewish education and instead has
relied on adequate Jewish communal funding to enable any Jewish child who chooses to
study in a Jewish day school to afford it (American Jewish Committee, 1999).
Leadership. The term Leadership is one of the most difficult terms to define,
despite decades of research and countless publications. While some definitions focus on
leadership styles, others focus on leadership trends, demands, abilities and challenges.
Dwight Eisenhower once said that leadership is the art of getting someone to do
12

something you want done because he wants to do it (Eisenhower, as cited in Cohen,
2009). Others focused in their definition on the development of leadership. Northouse (as
cited in Cohen, 2009) described leadership as a process whereby an individual influences
a group of individuals to achieve a common goal. According to Cohen (2009), leaders ask
questions to set direction, put the right people in the right positions, seek insight from all
levels, and ensure resources are allocated to the highest priority, while acting ethically at
all times and engaging people to stretch beyond what is comfortable to maximize results.
Baghadi and Quigley (2012) define leadership as one that results in a cohesive group of
people working together effectively toward a common goal or purpose. Leadership has an
eye on the future and concern for the present. Leadership is primarily concerned with
having a clear vision that stimulates the entire group and motivates it toward the
realization of that vision (Goldschmidt, 2004). This research refers to leadership as the
force that stimulates individuals and groups toward the accomplishment of an
organizational mission, while answering the needs of individuals (Cohen, 2009;
Goldschmidt, 2004).
Leadership Personnel. Marzano et al. (2005) describe school leaders as the key
to effective schools and claim that leadership personnel has a direct effect on student
achievement. The school’s academic leadership encompasses the different roles of the
principal, which includes assuring that the instruction aligns with state academic content
standards, maintaining continuous improvement in the building, designing instruction to
assure student success, developing partnerships with parents and the community, and
nurturing a culture in which each individual feels valued (Habegger, 2008). Marzano et
al. (2005) identified 21 leadership responsibilities that are frequently found in the
13

literature on leadership, among these: affirmation, communication, discipline, focus, and
involvement in curriculum and instruction, which enhance school effectiveness. This
research refers to principals, heads of school and directors of religious studies in Jewish
schools as the organizational leadership personnel who are expected to fulfill the role of
leaders as described by Marzano et al. (2005) and by Habegger (2008).
Principal. In addition to the Head of School who oversees the business, the
development, the recruitment and the board of directors’ governing system, independent
schools and particularly Jewish day schools tend to have other leadership personnel
oversee the academic operation of the school and report to the Head of School. These
individuals tend to be in charge of the educational aspects of the school's operation. Some
hold the dual title of division head and principal while others take more minor role under
the principals and serve as dean of students, dean of faculty, dean of studies, curriculum
coordinator, head of guidance and counseling, or head of scheduling and curriculum. Job
descriptions for principals or assistant heads vary enormously from school to school.
Some oversee specific programs such as technology, academic programs, and division
heads and some also play a major role in assisting the head with facility development
plans, overseeing the advancement, public relations, or admission offices, or supervising
the school's business functions. Most of the principals take care of year-to-year special
projects and function as a right-hand person to the head of the school (Zubay, 2000).
School Climate. School climate is a term largely used in the literature and
researchers have used various definitions of climate; Hoy and Miskel (as cited in Kelley,
Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005) defined school climate as "the set of internal
characteristics that distinguish one school from another and influence the behaviors of
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each school's member." The early use of organizational climate denoted the ethos, or
spirit, of an organization. More recently, school climate is thought to represent the
attitude of an organization, the collective mood, or morale, of a group of people in a
specific setting (Gruenert, 2008). School climate can also be defined as the pervasive
quality of school environment experienced by students and staff, which potentially affects
their behavior (Kratochwill & Roach, 2004). Kottkamp (as cited in Kelley et al., 2005)
suggested that climate consists of shared values, interpretations of social activities, and
commonly held definitions of purpose. Hoy, Tarter, and Kottkamp (as cited in Kelley et
al., 2005, p.19) stated that "school climate is the relatively enduring quality of the school
environment that is experienced by participants, affects their behavior and is based on
their collective perception of behavior in schools." A positive school climate can enhance
staff performance, promote higher morale, and improve student achievement (Freiberg,
as cited in Kelley et al., 2005). This research emphasizes a definition of school climate
which is represented by the attitude of the organization as well as the mood and morale of
a group of people (in this research this group is the teachers). It is the feelings and
opinions about management, a school’s resourcefulness, academics, collaboration,
growth opportunities, and relationships that characterize school climate in this research
(CCL, 2010; Evaluation Toolkit, 2009; NSCC, 2002).
School Culture. Roland Barth defines school culture as “The complex pattern of
norms, attitudes, beliefs, behaviors, values, ceremonies, traditions, and myths that are
deeply ingrained in the very core of the organization” (Barth, 2001. p. 8). According to
Barth (2001), culture is a historic pattern of meaning that employs tremendous power in
shaping the way people think and act. Every school has a culture with unique and distinct
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characteristics. Schein (as cited in Evans 1996) defines organizational culture as the
deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an
organization. These assumptions and beliefs become so accepted, automated and
ingrained in the organization’s routine that even new members adopt these automatically.
Marriott (2001) focuses on school culture and argues that culture encompasses the things
that give a school its distinctive look, sound, and feel. Marriott finds that school culture
emerges from values and traditions that are forged over time and through experience and
shape the attitudes, activities, and interactions of the school community. Goldring (2002)
focuses in his definition of school culture on the human side of the school and claims that
in the foundation of the operating network of teachers, staff and administration lies a
deeper and less visible structure called culture. According to Goldring (2002), this culture
is a part of every group of people who gather together, whether in work groups,
neighborhoods, schools or large corporations. The power of this culture lies in its ability
to define the group, from what it discusses to the beliefs, common goals and values the
group teaches. Culture is a visible and usable tool in schools, where relationships holds
more than official roles and titles. Schools generally seek a culture that supports good
work and high student achievement (Goldring, 2002). Morgan (as cited in Roby, 2011)
explains that culture is not imposed on a social setting or institution but simply develops
organically through the course of social interactions and through the past and present of
the setting of the institution. Adamy and Heinecke (as cited in Roby, 2011) think that
every coworker in the school setting is affected positively or negatively by the culture in
which they work. This research defines school culture as the personality of the school
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which includes the important assumptions, beliefs, values, and attitudes that the members
of the school share (Miller, 2007; Norton, 2008).
Limitations
The following limitations were present in this study:
1. While the faculties in the defined schools were interviewed, the conclusions of
this study are limited in their application to the larger population due to the
fact that the number of schools surveyed is smaller than the actual number of
Jewish day school in the United States.
2. There was no control over the number of surveys that were returned with
complete answers.
3. The findings depended on the truthfulness of the participants’ responses.
4. Assessing school climate was one way to assess leadership turnover but there
are other ways which could also provide an understanding of the problem.
Delimitations
The following delimitations were present in this study:
1. The study was delimited to Jewish day schools only.
2. The study was not generalizable to other types of Jewish schools.
3. The study was delimitated to those leadership types in the study.
Organization of the Remainder of the Study
As described in details in Chapter 1, this study was focused on leadership
personnel turnover and the impact of this turnover on school climate as perceived by
teachers in Jewish day schools. Chapter 2 in this research identified and shared literature
that provided background information about leadership, Jewish day schools, head of
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school and administration in Jewish day schools, change and its effects on schools and
climate, and the relations between teachers and school administration. It also provided
literature that supports the need for this study, specifically in the areas of school climate
and personnel turnover. Chapter 3 discussed the methodology of the study in detail,
including research methods, instrument design, data collection procedures, variables and
analysis approach. Chapter 4 was concerned with data collection and analysis. Chapter 5
detailed the results and conclusions and provided recommendations for future studies.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Leadership in schools, school climate and teachers are much discussed and muchresearched topics. This study tries to investigate the relationships between these three
major groups. Literature reviewed included leadership and leadership styles, Day School
leadership, organizational culture and climate, and the effect of school leadership change.
The chapter concludes with a summary.
Leadership and School Leadership
The interest in understanding school leadership has increased steadily in recent
years because leadership is an important component of any organizational hierarchy and
operation. The definition of leadership takes different shapes and forms in the literature,
and has been studied from the vantage point of various fields.
Northouse (2012) interprets leadership as a complex process with multiple
dimensions which include well planned process, influence on others, usually occurs in
groups and involves common goals. Northouse recognizes that with the time, the
definition of leadership evolved from emphasizing control and centralization of power to
present time, when the definition of leadership concentrates on collaboration, capacity
building and inspirational characteristics. From the personality perspective, leadership is
a combination of special traits that some individuals have and these enable the
individuals to induce others to achieve certain goals. Other definitions concern the
behaviors that leaders exercise in order to accomplish organizational goals. In addition to
these definitions, some see leadership in terms of the power relationships that exist
between followers and leaders. Another way to look at leadership is in terms of
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transformational processes that inspire followers to achieve higher expectations
(Northouse, 2012).
Kieth (as cited in Kouzes & Posner, 2002, p.3) bridges between the leader’s
personal qualifications and the context in which the leader operates and claims that
“Leadership is ultimately about creating a way for people to contribute to making
something extraordinary happen.” Allen (2007) interprets leadership as the relationship
among the leader, follower and the context. According to Allen (2007), Martin Luther
King Jr. had a wonderful message, but had he lived 50 years earlier in a different context,
he could not have delivered it at the steps of the Lincoln Memorial. Therefore, effective
leaders intentionally change their approach in new contexts and adjust their style and
ways according to the situation and the needs of their followers. Low (2010) echoes
Allen’s thoughts about leadership and claims that leadership is a combination of qualities
that a man or a woman possesses together with the capacity to handle any circumstances
that arise as the leader must be able to navigate in a dynamic environment.
In addition to knowledge and skills that will enable them to make decisions in any
situation they face, leaders are expected to be equipped with the right personal
characteristics and stamina. Bennis (as cited in Marzano et al., 2005) emphasizes four
critical characteristics for effective leaders in the 21st century and claims that leaders
should not rely only on their personality but also on an array of moral and ethical
qualities. Leaders must be able to engage others through a shared vision, have clear goals
and purposes that are distinctive to constituents, operate with strong morals and have the
ability to adjust to change. Fink (2009) explains that in today’s organizations, leaders
must possess inspirational motivation, intellectual motivation, individual motivation and
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charismatic motivation, four prime leadership traits that can motivate people, promote
creativity and focus on achieving goals.
Extraordinary leadership qualities are commodities that are highly needed in the
educational sector as well. The traditions and beliefs about leadership in schools are no
different from those in other institutions (Marzano et al., 2005). Leadership is considered
to be vital to the successful functioning of many aspects of a school. Abbate (2010)
claims that effective educational leadership is similar to effective leadership in business,
government and many other arenas. The threats facing education leaders are the obstacles
that all leaders must face and constantly struggle to overcome. According to Abbate
(2010), leaders of any complex enterprise, be it a trucking company, city hospital or
government branch, face countless interruptions and unexpected problems and the leaders
are required to control this disorder. The ability to answer to the demands of multiple
stakeholders is necessary for any leader, and particularly so in the educational arena, in
which students, parents, faculty members, elected leaders and other constituencies
participate in the learning and the decision making process of the school . This research
highlights the definitions of leadership who see leadership as force that stimulates
individuals and groups toward the organizational mission while concentrating on
collaboration, capacity building and inspirational characteristics who help school leaders
to navigate in this complex reality (Cohen, 2009; Goldschmidt, 2004; Northouse, 2011).
As this dissertation focuses on leadership in education, the interest of this
discussion takes a closer look at the most significant figure in the educational arena, the
school principal (Barth, 2001). The literature is divided about the definition of effective
school leadership and the range of these definitions stretches from the internal
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environment of school, in which leaders are concerned chiefly with providing
coordination among classroom teachers to the external environment of school, in which
leaders reach out to parents and community to build a healthy institution (Griffith, 1999).
Dowell, Bickmore, and Hoewing (2012) see the school principal as an essential
component within the United States (US) educational arena. While originally assuming
the role of supervision of instruction that can be traced back to the beginnings of the US
public school system, the leadership role of principals has evolved to include more of a
facilitator or enabler role, while still maintaining control over instructional practices. In
this variation of instructional leadership, teachers and principals operate as more of a
learning community and collaborate in pursuit of assisting students (Murphy & Lick, as
cited in Dowell et al., 2012). Deal (as cited in Blase & Kirby, 1992) claims that principals
should be multi-task leaders, taking the roles of instructional leaders, counselors, parents,
engineers, supervisors, contenders, referees, heroes and poets. Dillon (2012) claims that
school leaders must be able to promote images of successful schools that highlight
successes found in test scores but also go well beyond that narrow definition of success
imposed on them by state and federal officials. Furthermore, school leaders should be
able to step forward with compelling visual and written stories of their schools that can
persuade, motivate, and invigorate people to partner with them to shape a new generation
of scholars, leaders, citizens, and stewards. The articulate and visionary leader as
described by Dillon (2012) needs to have the experience necessary to head the
organization because the problems facing schools today are complex and vary. “one fits
all” solutions are ineffective in schools and the current leadership is required to solve and
manage a multitude of interconnected problems, mounted with turbulent reality that can
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develop into crisis if not handled quickly and appropriately (Homer –Dixon, as cited in
Fullan, 2001).
Barth’s perception of the school leader and particularly the school principal is
quite clear: “Show me a good school and I will show you a good principal” (Barth, 2001,
p. 119). According to Barth, it is clear that a successful school requires a successful
leader who can lead the school to great achievement. School principals exert an
extraordinary influence on the culture of school leadership, even if they cannot singlehandedly keep a school from foundering.
The central role that school principals take in educational leadership is well
recognized by school and community leaders. In research that characterized effective
principals, superintendents emphasized attributes like relationship building, supporting
teachers and collaborative teams and focusing on student achievement more than being
able to use and manage data. Effective principals work to develop a lifelong learning
community and are willing to take on challenges in the educational and the political
aspects of school (Scribner, Crow, López, & Murtadha, 2011).
Studies highlighted several factors that associated with healthy school leadership.
These include initiative, confidence, tolerance, vision, analytical ability, inclusive style,
listening skills, openness, curriculum knowledge, and the wise allocation of resources
(Blase & Kirby, 1992).
Marzano et al. (2005) examined 69 studies in a thorough meta-analysis research,
looking for specific behaviors related to school leadership. Marzano et al. identified 21
categories of behaviors that they considered being “best practices” for school leadership
and referred to these as “responsibilities.” These responsibilities included the affirmation
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of accomplishments and failures, being a change agent, recognizing and rewarding
accomplishments, establishing strong communication, fostering shared beliefs and
culture, establishing discipline, exercising flexible leadership, clarifying goals, possessing
strong ideals and beliefs, accepting input, ensuring intellectual stimulation, being
involved in curriculum and instruction, having knowledge of the curriculum, inspiring
others to innovation, establishing orders and routines, reaching out to all constituencies,
nurturing relationships, being resourceful, and being visible to students and teachers.
Although several of these standard operating procedures for effective principals existed
in literature prior to Marzano et al. research, bringing these together was a breakthrough
in defining effective school leadership.
Leithwood and Riehl (as cited in Scribner et al., 2011) attribute significant
importance to school leadership in affecting learning, second only to good curriculum
and quality of teaching. School leaders set direction, develop people, and develop the
school organization as they articulate the vision of the school to its constituencies. School
leadership fosters processes and actions that enhance school performance and build on
the existing cultural capital to create powerful forms of teaching and learning.
Stein and Nelson (2003) argue that educational leaders, who assume the
responsibilities of instructional leaders such as superintendents, deputy principals and
heads of school, must also have some degree of understanding of the various subject
areas under their dominion. Although principals and district leaders cannot know the
subject matter to the same degree as do mathematicians, historians or even their teachers,
educational leaders nevertheless must be able to set the conditions for continuous
academic learning among their professional staffs and ultimately their students.
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Azzara (2000) tries to address the nature of school leadership by recognizing that
beyond effectively evaluating teachers, selecting capable staff, handling many tasks
simultaneously, publishing the latest research on the art of education or keeping up with
innovations in technology, leadership requires skills in human relations. Evans (1996)
elaborates on the idea of effective leadership and states that effective leadership starts
with understanding the human nature and its adaptation to change of habits. The velocity
of change in Evans’ view is well measured and well planned and thought. With the
combination of correct time, goals and expected performance, leaders can claim
effectiveness in their role.
Robenstine (2000) believe that schools need to be consumer-responsive and costefficient. In such an environment, teachers will need to be encouraged to accept the
possibility or reality of cost-efficient downsizing. All of these tasks create a pressure for a
major shift in management styles and strategies as well as new values. The successful
administrator emerges as a manager who forms marketing strategies according to market
values, bringing in the teachers to work to achieve the same goals.
The complexities of running a school can be a great opportunity of learning for a
principal and for the leadership team (Barth, 2001). Votey (2002) recommends to school
heads to adopt a mentor as the position requires knowledge in the worlds of law,
business, public relations, marketing, fund-raising, construction, finance, and local
politics. The busy schedule of a head of school includes legal issues, building-permit
headaches, architectural revisions, neighborhood complaints, community outreach and
more, in addition to the educational scope of the job. Balancing the many tasks and
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ensuring healthy school culture is a priority that can be achieved with a mentor’s help
(Barth, 2001).
The educational leader emerges as one who can do more than just orchestrate
organizational decisions. The leader needs to follow through and to ensure that decisions
are actually being executed (Bogue, 1985). Heifetz (1998) echoes Bogue’s idea and uses
the phrases “off the dance floor” and “get up on the balcony” to distinguish between the
daily tasks of a leader and the visionary, reflective and strategic sides of leadership. By
doing so, the leader is able to see the patterns of the daily routines and connect these to
achieving the vision and the mission of the organization. Heifetz’s idea of a frequent
transition between the “balcony” and the “dance floor” encompasses what the above
literature characterizes as effective leaders in general and in education in particular.
Leadership Styles
Leadership literature is busy with endless attempts to define leadership and
explain the field of leadership studies from various perspectives and subject areas.
Heifetz focused his definition of leadership on situational problem-solving and defined
leadership as “one that mobilizes people to tackle rough problems “(Heifetz, as cited in
Fullan, 2002, p. 3).
Kouzes and Posner (2002) focus on effective leadership through actions; they
stated that “The study of leadership is the study of how men and women guide us through
adversity, uncertainty, hardship, disruption, transformation, transition, recovery, new
beginnings, and other significant challenges” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002, pp. 176-77). The
road to the ultimate answer to what is the best way of leadership is full of scholar
landmarks, as many researchers tried to define the best way to lead. Baghadi and Quigley
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(2012) believe that leadership can come in many different shapes and sizes. It can be
about creativity, empowerment, people or purpose. They also believe that the leader’s job
is to develop people’s sense of belonging to their group. A great leader should inspire
people to have a strong, shared identity and sense of direction. When leadership involves
all the above, it results in a cohesive group of people working together effectively toward
achieving a common goal or purpose.
Phipps and Swiderski (as cited in Brymer & Gray, 2006) consider the importance
of soft and conceptual skills in effective leadership. A leader is encouraged to develop
skills in social matters such as team building and support, psychological matters such as
trust and motivation, communication, judgment and creativity. Although some see the
leader as merely an expert, these additional interpersonal abilities are fundamental to
today’s leadership.
Bacharach (2005) claims that current most pressing problem in leadership is how
to turn good ideas into actions beyond just the ability to generate a good idea. According
to Bacharach (2005), there is an abundance of good ideas that simply are missed or never
get to be implemented (Bacharach, 2005). Kouzes and Posner (2002) claim that effective
leaders are able to lead their staff by acts of motivation, transformation, and effective
changes as needed.
Leadership literature categorizes leadership styles in different ways and tries to
map the needed characteristics of leadership under various theories. Goleman (as cited in
Fullan, 2002) searched for effective leadership strategies and identified six leadership
styles based on his study of over 3,500 executives and leaders. The six leadership
categories were coercive, authoritative, affiliated, democratic, pacesetting, and coaching.
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Sims, Faraj, and Yun (2009) categorize the leadership theories field as a division
between two prime types of leadership theories, the transactional leadership theories and
the transformational leadership theories. Gardiner (2006) describes the field of leadership
styles theories using the metaphors of transactional, transformational, and transcendent
leadership. Gardiner’s distinction provides a map to the understanding the evolution of
leadership theories and illuminates the way leaders can achieve better practice of
governance. The leadership style that is adopted by the leader sets the leader apart from
the rest of the organization and develops a decision making process that includes the
collective will.
The understanding of leadership styles is essential to this study as it clarifies the
ramifications of leadership personnel changes and reveals the possibility that personnel
change may encompass style change. Thus, the categories suggested by Bass (1990) and
Gardiner (2006) will continue to guide the discussion about leadership styles as follows.
Transformational leadership. Leadership that focuses on committing style is
what leadership scholars have called transformational leadership (Kouzes & Posner,
2002). Bass (1990) explains that transformational leadership occurs when leaders
broaden and elevate the interests of their employees when they generate acceptance and
awareness of the purposes and the mission of the group and when they stir their
employees to look beyond their self-interest for the sake of the group. Transformational
leaders can achieve these goals in a charismatic way, intellectually, inspirationally or
individually. Burns (as cited in Gardiner, 2006) described the transforming leader (which
later was called transformational leadership) as one who inspires people to better things.
According to Burns, the result of transforming leadership is a relationship of mutual
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stimulation and elevation that converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders
into moral agents. According to Gardiner (2006), transformational leadership was
emphasized by many researchers as an effective leadership.
Tichy and Ulrich (as cited in Pagan, 2008) explain that unlike the transactional
leader who might make adjustments to the organizational mission, structure and human
resources, a transformational leader goes further, bringing about fundamental changes in
the organization’s political and cultural systems. This difference sets transformational
leaders apart from transactional leaders. Tichy and Ulrich define the individual dynamics
of change that a transformational leader must understand and manage. They suggest that
change for individuals is a three-phase process: Endings, Neutral Zone, and New
Beginnings. Endings need to be accepted and understood by individuals, allowing them
to disengage with past practices and find a new sense of value and worth in an
organization (Tichy & Ulrich, as cited in Pagan, 2008).
Pagan (2008) elaborates on Tichy and Ulrich’s findings and claims that
transformational leaders guide employees through this process by replacing past
achievements with future opportunities for achievement. In the Neutral Zone, individuals
feel disconnected from the past and remain emotionally unconnected from the future.
In retrieving more insightful knowledge about transformational organizations,
Venable and Gardiner (as cited in Gardiner, 2006) describe the atmosphere of an
organization that is managed and led by a transformational leadership, identifying six
characteristics that can assure an authentic, shared leadership: a climate of trust,
information sharing, meaningful participation, collective decision making , protecting
divergent views and redefining roles. The broad involvement of all constituencies,
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amalgamated with a careful planning and decision making process, ensures the
transformational decorum at the organization and enhance the effectiveness of it.
Transactional leadership. Bass (1990) compared transactional leadership to
transformational leadership and defined transactional leadership as one that exercises
contingent rewards, uses management by exception, and adopts a Laissez-faire style.
Transactional leadership often contracts rewards for efforts and good performance and
recognizes accomplishments. The transactional leader uses Management by Exception,
which the active form of Management by Exception is when the leader watches and
searches for deviations from rules and takes action to correct these. In the passive form of
Management by Exception, transactional leaders intervene only if standards are not met.
In the Laissez-faire form of transactional leadership, the transactional leader deflects
responsibilities and avoids making decisions.
Hsu, Bell, and Cheng (as cited in Brymer & Gray, 2006) describe transactional
leadership as the traditional form of leadership since it follows the traditional structure of
leader-followers relationships and is based on an interchange of bargains between the
followers and their leader. Kraaft, Engelbrecht, and Theron (as cited in Brymer & Gray,
2006) elaborate on the bargain motif on transactional leadership and claim that as a
reward leadership, transactional leadership is presumed to result in followers achieving
only the negotiated level of performance, one that does not achieve a level of
performance higher than what has been agreed upon. The expected reward in
transactional leadership depends on a satisfactory completion of the task as it was defined
by the leader, and as long as both the leader and the follower are happy with the
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arrangement, the relationship will continue and the rewards will be consistent (Howell &
Avolio, as cited Brymer & Gray, 2006).
In the wake of Bass’ model of transactional leadership, Brymer and Gray (2006)
highlight the Management by Exception style of transactional leadership and conclude
that in the active form of Management by Exception, the leader monitors the followers'
performance after setting up and clarifying the standards, expectations and criteria of
assessment. The monitoring process is from start to finish and corrective action can be
taken at any stage to prevent a bigger mistake. In the passive management by exception,
by contrast, the leader assesses at the end of the process and intervenes only after a
problem has been identified or a mistake has been made.
Transcendent leadership. Trying to decode the core ideas of transcendent
leadership, researchers find that the lofty and elevated spiritual traits of this style are
different from the traditional dichotomy that is presented by Bass (1990), who divides the
field of leadership theories to transactional theories and transformational theories. Recent
research studies show that leadership that is based on one’s spirit rather than someone’s
bundles of workplace abilities is not only valid but surprisingly common (Fairholm,
2003). Fairholm (2003) who characterizes the transcendent leadership as a spiritual based
one, claims that the operational sides of transcendent leadership liberate the best in
people. Fairholm thinks that by having a concern for the individual, the leader can
potentially develop the individual wholeness while building community, fostering an
intelligent organization, setting moral standards, role modeling and using inspiration.
Although it seems as if the vague traits of transcendental leadership are lofty, spiritual
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leadership is defined as the integration of the components of work and the leader’s self,
elevating the system to continued growth (Fairholm, 2003).
These traits are echoed by Boney (2009), who refers to the operational definition
of transcendent leadership as “The demonstrated capacity of a leader to influence others
to rise above self-interest and social conformity to create a climate of shared purpose and
governance that benefits the greater mission of the entity and the stakeholders of that
entity” (p. 5). Boney proposes four categories to measure transcendental leadership:
Humanity as measured by social strengths; courage as measured by instinctual strengths;
wisdom as indicated by cognitive strengths; and resilience as reflected by philosophical
strengths.
The discourse on leadership has focused almost exclusively on how to lead others
or on how to lead an organization effectively, yet little has been discussed on the most
essential component of leadership, the leadership of the self (Crossan & Mazutis, 2008.)
As the business world and other private and public organizations face increasingly
complex and dynamic environments, leaders can benefit from learning how to “master
themselves” by developing self-awareness and self-regulatory capabilities. A better
combination of the leader’s internal values and beliefs with the needed professional
decisions and actions can enhance the leaders’ effectiveness on a personal and
organizational level (Crossan & Mazutis, 2008).
Leadership styles and change. Leaders are people who can see the big picture
and are able to effectively lead a team by transforming team-members into positive,
willing, and motivated people. Leaders guide people to support changes and increase
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morale so that the environment is one in which others will want to work together toward
achieving the vision set by the leader (Kouzes & Posner, 2002).
While theoreticians and researchers continue to debate what is the best and the
most effective leadership style, others try to find the right balance between the leadership
styles.
House and Aditya (as cited in Crossan & Mazutis, 2008) describe the main tasks
of strategic leadership in both transactional and transformational terminology. Sims et al.
(2009) addressed the differences between leadership styles and stated that each style is
appropriate in a different context depending on the administration of rewards by a leader
to influence a follower. Sims et al. (2009) think that there are times when leaders should
command and times when they should empower. This idea uses situational leadership
strategy more than a unilateral leadership approach and blurs the clear division that was
suggested by Gardiner (2006). Frost (as cited in Twentyman, 2007) claims that a mix of
leadership styles is the approach that gets the best results from employees. "These days,
best practice is generally considered to be situational leadership—that is to say,
understanding the situation that you're facing at any given moment and dealing with it
using the most appropriate style of leadership." (Frost, as cited in Twentyman, 2007, p.
28).
There is much research devoted to the adjustment of a leader to situations
(situational leadership) and to various leadership styles. There is much less research on
the change of leadership personnel and the ramifications of leadership style changes that
accompany it. Lee and Chuang (n.d.) researched human-oriented industry where the
experienced leaders inspire the people through continuous training and encouragement
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and led them by vision. They found that the leader’s leadership style was the critical
factor in the success of the organization. Lee and Chuang (n.d.) found strong
relationships between a leader’s leadership style and job stress and turnover intention.
Despite the focus of this research on the relations between turnover in school
leadership personnel and school climate, it important to acknowledge the change of
leadership style that the personnel turnover may encompass and its relation to the climate
change that may arise.
Independent Schools
To understand the ideas and core values behind the existence of independent
schools, it is necessary to take a retrospective look at the earliest forms of cultural and
religious education in America. The seeds of independent schools were planted with the
early establishment of the petty schools, which focused on reading, writing, protestant
ideas and moral values (Spring, 2008). An early popular form of these schools was called
the “dame school for neighborhood children” (Spring, 2008, p. 16). It was often
conducted in the teacher’s living room or kitchen and provided a rudimentary work
environment.
Philosophers and educators like John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and later
Horace Mann slowly rejected the Calvinist approach and moved to an educational
approach which suggested that a child, like a lump of clay, can be shaped for the future.
This concept allowed leaders to insert political and social views into the emerging school
system. This led to a polarization between the views of Noah Webster, who believed in
creating a united dominant Anglo-Saxon culture, and Thomas Jefferson, who did not
believe in imposing political values and molding people to be virtuous republicans
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(Spring, 2008). These two legacies symbolize the difference between the conservative
views of Webster (which resonates with public education for all) and the liberal approach
of Jefferson (which resonates with independent education.)
During the 19th century, the debate between centralized and standardized
governmental education and local or private control of education already existed (Spring,
2008). This was also one of the core differences between the Whigs (governmental
power) and the Democrats (localism). Protestant Anglo-Saxons tried to make sure that
the United States would be dominated by a unified Protestant Anglo-Saxon culture and
this caused Catholic Irish immigrants and other minorities not to attend the public schools
because of their unilateral and anti-minority view. This brought some groups to establish
private school systems that would answer their sector’s needs, such as the Catholic
schools, which were established between 1852-1884 and had the mission to “watch over
the purity of the children” (Spring, 2008, p. 113).
The direct effect of this tension between ethnic and religious groups (English
Protestants and Irish Catholics) led the Irish to the point of refusing to send their children
to be socialize through the Protestant schools, and established the Catholic schools
network (Spring, 2008). The concept of local control of common schools, developed
during the 19th century promoted the notion that citizens should be responsible for the
education of all children, not just their own. There was also a simple form of civic
accountability built into local control of schools by elected trustees: if citizens were
dissatisfied with the way schools were run, they could elect someone else (Tyack, 2006).
This led to the next generation of school leadership, patrons who were connected to the
young American business corporations and who guarded against distant and arbitrary
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power. Slowly, the one-room school exemplified the old-school style of education that
these innovators wanted to replace. These elite reformers rejected most of the 19thcentury model of the common school and wanted professionals to run the schools in a
system in which small school districts were consolidated and governance was centralized
in urban districts .The connection of labor market needs and the American education
system was embedded in the fabric of the rising professional education structure (Tyack,
2006).
Maynard (2009) points out that the Declaration of Independence and the United
States Constitution were written by men and women who were educated in many
different ways. Thomas Jefferson, John Adams, Ben Franklin, James Madison, Alexander
Hamilton and more, were educated in different settings such as home-schooling, boarding
schools here and abroad, one-room school houses, private schools, town schools, and
through self-education; they were all educated to respect and accept the opinions of
others. Independence in education is a grand tradition in America unmatched in the world
and if the founding fathers had all been in the same school system with the same
requirements and tests it is unlikely that we would see the same democracy and country
they ultimately established.
With the rise of public education, the small and sectorial schools kept their
independence. The United States is one of the few countries left with some forms of
education that are not under government authority such as independent schools. This
freedom enables independent education to engender new ideas and the messages that
emerge from independent and faith-based schools in today’s culture are of an idealistic
community which seeks good education with maximum success (Maynard, 2009).
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Tracey (2009) thinks that independent schools in America emerged and evolved
in the context of the first large democracy and so independent schools traditionally felt
compelled to justify and defend themselves. However, just as the understanding of
democracy has changed, so, too, independent schools have changed their sense of
mission in accordance with broader cultural shifts. Today, independent schools’ mission
statements are almost uniformly an elegant articulation of founding principles for the
modern era. Their mission statements include striving to develop in students a lifelong
love of learning, responsible citizenship, personal integrity, leadership, success, and other
traits of a modern life (Tracey, 2009). The current field of independent schools (also
known as private schools) is divided into sectarian and nonsectarian schools.
Nonsectarian private schools are schools that function and develop curriculum officially
independent of religious orientation and influence. To be a nonsectarian school does not
mean that the school operates in an environment void of religious influence. In many
nonsectarian private schools, incidences of religious influence can occur but they are
unintentional (education.com, n.d.).
The sectarian private schools are primarily religious based schools with the
mission of instilling specific religious traditions. In 2006, there were 23,548 religious
schools in the United States, of which 8,041(more than a third) were Catholic. Although
the breakdown does not specify how many of the remaining 15,507 are Christian, Jewish,
Islamic or other religion, 2006 data give an indication about the different Christian
affiliations (Greek orthodox, Presbyterian, Methodist, Lutheran, Baptist, and more). The
Christian schools offer a variety of grade groupings, depending on the school, and all
incorporate the traditions, practices, beliefs, and other content of Christianity into the
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school day. The school day may begin with Chapel and prayer, there may be a specific
religion or Bible-study class, as well as the usual academics, and faith may also be
alluded to, as appropriate, in other classes. Some, but not all, Christian schools may also
be single-sex schools (Elizabeth, n.d.).
Christian schools may appeal to non-Christian students despite their faithcentered nature. Some Christian schools are known for high academic standards, safe
environments, and a disciplined student body, which attracts and accepts students from
outside their faith group, while other Christian schools, make religious affiliation a
prerequisite for admission. Christian schools do not receive Federal or State funding and
charge tuition as well as raise funds and donations from individuals. Christian schools do
not have to employ teachers who are state certified although their teachers may be
licensed in different states and subjects. Unlike Public schools or non-sectarian private
schools, Christian schools usually have a pastor or other minister who assumes
responsibility for the students (Elizabeth, n.d.).
Jewish day schools are similar to Catholic schools in their structure and
contemporary American education in that they pursue secular studies along with
traditional Bible and religious texts studies (Schiller, 1997). According to Schick (as cited
in Ravitch &Viteritti, 2000), Jewish day schools are religiously similar to thousands of
Catholic and other denominational schools. Admissions, administration, buildings, and
academics are among the many characteristics that are found to be similar between
Catholic and Jewish day schools (Schiller, 1997).
While the arena of independent schools exhibits the unique characteristics of
curriculum, students, community, governance, funding, values and interests, it is
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important for this research to explore the traits of this independent field leadership and
learn about its nature in the following section.
Independent Schools Leadership
Independent school leadership is different in its nature from the public school
leadership. The Head of School role is complex and exceeds the academic responsibility
that traditionally characterizes the school principal in public school.
Votey (2002) claims that uniquely to independents schools, heads of schools must
move more easily in the worlds of law, business, public relations, marketing, fundraising, construction, finance, and local politics. Subjects like legal issues, buildingpermit headaches, architectural revisions, neighborhood complaints, and community
outreach do not bypass school heads. In fact, they are often more invasive in the life of
the head of a small school whose limited budget restricts the ability to hire additional
administrators (Votey, 2002). Furthermore, heads of independent schools are expected to
give the same careful attention to teachers and academic matters by visiting classrooms
daily, being aware of individual teaching styles, and being ever-present and available.
They cannot easily delegate these responsibilities to division heads, assistant heads,
directors, or deans (Votey, 2002). These requirements are echoed by Frankel and
Schechtman (2010), who explain that independent school heads, following in the British
tradition, have more typically been "head teachers" than chief executives, coming by their
business ability after becoming a head. But this tradition according to Frankel and
Schechtman (2010) is coming to an end as independent schools are demanding more
sophisticated executive skills from heads these days. As a result, the headship position is
beginning to resemble that of a "chief executive," while at the same time retaining all of
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the academic and interpersonal components of the past. Many schools require their heads
to at least understand, if not be proficient at, debt financing, business modeling, labor
negotiations, working with municipal planning and zoning boards, construction
management, and more , evolving rapidly from the earlier generations of school leaders.
Glass (2005) highlights similar tasks that are assigned to the superintendent, listing key
management functions found in all school districts. These functions relate to finance,
human resources, facilities, student personnel, and support services as well as academic
functions which put the superintendency and the headship of independent schools on a
parallel hierarchical status and similar nature.
The pressure on heads in independent schools parallels that on principals in the
public school arena. The nature of the leader working with board members, academic
staff and the community is found in both Superintendent positions and Head of School
positions, also known as Headmaster. The phenomenon of high rates of turnover in the
headship position in independent schools is almost identical to that affecting
superintendency position.
A 1996 study entitled "When Is Tenure Long Enough?" determined that the mean
tenure for superintendents of the nation's 25 largest districts who were in office in 1990
was 5.76 years, more than twice as long as the 2.5 years usually claimed (Yee & Cuban,
1996). Yee and Cuban (2008) found that tenure has declined significantly since the
middle of the last century when it averaged 13-14 years. This similar trend for the
independent school heads is echoed later by McNeil (2008), who identified seven longserving superintendents in Vermont, Montana, and Nebraska who stepped down in 2008
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for various reasons. According to McNeil (2008), leaders who wish to last longer, have to
navigate the political minefield which is becoming more partisan in nature.
Natkin, Cooper, and Fusarelli (2002) point out that the superintendency,
particularly in urban districts, is an unstable profession in which incumbents typically
come and go every few years and create the infamous "revolving-door superintendency."
According to Natkin, Cooper, and Fusarelli (2002), this trend is perhaps the most
unsettling kind of instability in organizational life because partisanship and unhealthy
competition can emerge, morale may suffer, and survival can easily become more
important than productivity or school improvement.
Organizational Culture and Organizational Climate
Organizational climate, organizational culture, school atmosphere, school health,
school climate and others are among the terms found in literature to describe patterns and
trends of human behavior in organizations and in schools, and in some cases these terms
overlap with one another.
Various concepts of organizational culture are discussed in organizational
literature. Lawson and Ventriss (as cited in Miller, 2007) describe culture as "a set of
processes that binds together members of an organization based upon the shared and
relatively enduring pattern of basic values, beliefs, and assumptions in an organization"
(p. 224). A similar definition by Pratt, Margaritis, and Coy (as cited in Miller 2007) states
that "Culture is the commonly held and relatively stable beliefs, attitudes and values that
exist within the organization" (p. 224). Norton (2008) defines culture as the set of
important assumptions, beliefs, values, and attitudes that members of the school or school
system share (Norton, 2008).
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Rooney (2005) provides another definition of culture based on her visit to the
Louis Pasteur School. This school was perceived by Rooney to be an institution with a
wholesome culture, which encompasses healthy beliefs, integrity and spirit to a great
extent that testify to the richness of the school culture. Marriott (2001) believes that
culture encompasses the things that give a school its distinctive look, sound, and feel.
Marriott finds that school culture emerges from values and traditions that are forged over
time—values and traditions that shape the attitudes, activities, and interactions of the
school community.
Fried (1999) explains that, while school culture is not normally be engraved over
the entrance way, it becomes apparent as soon as one enters the building. Values like
respect, trust, and authority stand out and reflect on the school’s culture. Despite the
importance of these visible artifacts and behavior to the understanding of school culture,
some of these cultural aspects stay invisible and entrenched in the hidden behavior of the
school. These invisible aspects of school culture are important part that sometimes is
neglected when we try to understand school culture.
The great size and the depth of the culture in an organization have a tremendous
impact on the function of the organization, as well as on the individuals in the
organization. Deal and Peterson (as cited in Norton, 2008) point out that a group culture
can be served to foster effectiveness and productivity, improve collegiality and
collaboration, support change and improvement, build commitment and amplify the
energy. Norton (2008) sees the organizational culture as a reflection of the organization’s
primary goals, beliefs, and values that support the important programs and the daily work
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of personnel in the organization. The organizational culture allows members to pledge
themselves to fulfill the vision and the goals above and beyond what is required.
The investigation of organizational culture is rapidly growing, as awareness of
organizational culture heightens. Scholars and administrators have attempted to
specifically label organizational culture as the climates, management styles, rituals,
symbols, or behaviors of organizations; however, organizational culture is much deeper
and more complex than any one of these concepts (Schein, as cited in Miller, 2007).
Gruenert (2008) claims that if culture is the personality of the organization, climate
represents the organization’s attitude. It is much easier to change an organization’s
attitude or mood (climate) than it is to change its personality (culture) (Gruenert, 2008).
Norton (2008) explains that culture is more normative than climate in the sense that it is a
reflection of the shared values, beliefs, and underlying assumptions of members across an
array of organizational dimensions that include (but transcend) interpersonal
relationships, while climate is more interpersonal in tone and substance than culture. In
schools, climate is manifested in the attitudes and behaviors of teachers, students,
administrators, and community members and, as such, it is a perceptional character of the
organization and can be measured primarily by survey instruments completed by
teachers, students, and school administrators (Kratochwill & Roach, 2004; Marshall,
2004)
Norton (2008) explores organizational climate in schools and defines the climate
as the school atmosphere as characterized by the social and professional interactions
within it. Miron, Jones, and Kelaher-Young (2011) describes school climate as the socialpsychological attributes of the school (such as school members’ shared ideologies,
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values, norms, beliefs, feelings, and expectations for school members’ behaviors and for
the school's structure and operation), and how these attributes are organized in formal and
informal school groups. Climate is usually conceptualized and related to relationships
among students and teachers as well as academic orientation, guidance, and behavioral
values. School climate is related to both interpersonal and organizational elements of the
school environment (Miron et al., 2011). The school climate in this research is interested
in the moods, morals, and teachers’ opinions on a variety of operational sides of the
school; it is these social-psychological attributes of the school (Miron et al., 2011) that
this research seeks to explore.
According to Norton (2008), climate is a phenomenon that is influenced by both
the internal and external environments of the school system. These internal and external
environments can affect school’s climate which can enhance or decrease the atmosphere
at school and shake the human relationships and the climate stability. Researchers have
identified numerous factors that influence school climate in schools. Kuperminc,
Leadbeater, and Blatt (as cited in Marshall, 2004) see the number and the quality of
interactions between adults and students as an important factor of school climate. Others
see environmental factors such as physical buildings, classrooms, and materials used for
instruction as important factors (Johnson et al., as cited in Marshall, 2004). Academic
performance, a feeling of safeness, school size, trust and respect for students and teachers
are several of the factors that Marshall (2004) identifies as effecting school climate and
ultimately contributing to the school’s effective operation.
As a central component of the school’s atmosphere, climate in schools relates to
other educational components of school. Kelly et al. (2005) examined the relations
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between leadership, school climate and school effectiveness and found that there is a
strong correlation between principals and the school climate. According to these writers,
principals have the power, authority, and position to impact the climate of the school by
knowing how to create an atmosphere conducive to change. The path to effective schools
is one in which leaders are able to correctly envision the needs of their teachers, empower
them to share the vision, and enable them to create an effective climate.
The National School Climate Center (NSCC, 2010) also identifies school leaders
as vital to the improvement of school climate and recommends that school leaders
maintain positive collaborative working relationships among administration, school
faculty and other school personnel. In addition to this, school leadership should support
students and faculty emotional well-being and provide support and coordination to the
schools’ activities and programs. As principals and school leaders are characterized in the
literature as strongly related to school climate in their essential role as educational
leaders, the downturn of such relations can negatively affect school climate and decrease
the human comfort of the school’s personnel.
Griffith (1999) conducted a study based on data obtained from 122 elementary
schools and examined the relation of school leadership to school climate, school
structure, and student population characteristics (together referred to as school
configuration). The survey found that schools that changed principals frequently and or
under less than positive circumstances had more minority and disadvantaged students and
slightly lower scores on criterion-referenced tests. In addition to these, schools that
frequently changed principals were less ordered with less empowerment and less
participation of faculty and staff and had lower discipline perception (Griffith, 1999).
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Fuller (2007) finds that principal turnover negatively affects teacher retention, teacher
quality, and student achievement and, as a result, can damage the stability that is needed
to develop strong and trusting relationships. According to Fuller, principal turnover and
instability in school’s personnel can indirectly affect the school’s working conditions and
impact the school climate.
As this discourse progressed from the understanding of organizational culture and
organizational climate to the exploration of school culture and school climate, it provided
a greater insight into the impact of school climate on the operational sides of schools.
The correlation between school climate and school operation revealed the
significant relations between a school’s leadership and the school’s climate and
highlighted the need to further understand the relationship of school climate to leadership
changes in schools.
The Effect of School Leadership Change
Over the past few decades the knowledge base about school change has grown
tremendously as scholars such as Michael Fullan, Thomas Sergiovanni, Matthew Miles
and more, offered compelling analyses for the process of school change and its
implication for leadership (Evans, 1996). Understanding school change in general and
leadership change in particular begins with comprehending change in the context of
social studies.
Maslow (1954) explains in his Hierarchy of Needs Theory that safety needs,
which achieve stability and consistency in a chaotic world, are essential, along with
physical needs such as air and food. The change we yearn for in some organizations
depends greatly on the stability and security that leaders present (Evans, 1996).
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Evans (1996) defines change as a loss of old habits, accompanied by fear and
hesitation. According to Evans, there is a fundamental duality in our response to change
as we both embrace it and resist it. People perceive change differently and, as a result,
they respond differently to change. As change occurs, it threatens people’s sense of
competence, and it affects the organization from a human resources perspective.
Responding appropriately to the needs and feelings of workers can prevent concerns
about organizational performance, morale, and staff growth (Evans, 1996).
Healthy and planned change can be a positive journey in organizations. Kouzes
and Posner (2002) tell the story of Turner Broadcasting System (TBS) who bought Hanna
Barbera Cartoon Network (HB). TBS then developed a new approach of multi-teams and
a better collaboration among the different parts of their company. TBS evaluated these
new initiatives with the 360 Evaluation and modeled the way, inspired a shared vision,
challenged the process, enabled others to act, and encouraged the heart of others, and
successfully implemented the change.
Various theories embrace such a truthful and well measured change. Scharmer
(2009) describes the gradual, true change of individuals and organizations with the his
Theory U, and claims that a true change starts with the downloading of previous patterns,
continues with seeing new reality, carries on with sensing different ways of acting, and
then, presencing through connecting to the deepest source in the organization and
revising the DNA of the culture. Following this tipping point, the individual or the
organization enacts the new way and eventually embodies it and performing it as a new
way of operation. The change process that is described by Scharmer enables the
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individual (or the organization) to internalize the change step by step and control the
process with effectiveness and preparedness.
Additional theories emphasized the importance of thinking and carefully planning
change. Lewin (1997) claims that the secret of good decision-making is figuring out
whether the pros outweigh the cons before you take action. With the Force Field Analysis
Theory, listing and scoring the factors for and against a decision, followed by adding up
the scores, allows the leader to see which approach is best. Force Field Analysis is a
decision making model where the leader lays out the pros and cons of a policy or a
decision and analyzes the next step based on weighing the advantages and the
disadvantages of the policy. Using Force Field Analysis in the educational arena can
enhance the process of change in schools and improve the outcome of this change.
Miron et al. (2011) identifies schools and school districts as institutions that
encounter constant change and claims that the more they try to change, the more they stay
the same. Thus, a true change in schools is difficult to achieve, particularly in a complex
and multidimensional social contexts and the field of education is an example to
relentless change that is homogenous in its persistency to transform (Miron et al., 2011).
Marriott (2001) argues that change of school culture demands careful planning, ongoing
monitoring, and skillful leadership. Shifting a school from a negative climate,
characterized by distrust, low productivity, and apathy, toward a positive climate of
cohesiveness, high morale, and respectful interactions demands much study of the
existing culture. Marriott (2001) offers eight productive applications and conceptual
framework principals that can promote such positive climate change. The educational
sector has frequently struggled with changes in policy to transform the way schools
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operate. Although changes in policy are typically quite easy to enact, changes in practice
are difficult to implement and do not always follow and the policies and mandates alone
are not sufficient to create the conditions that enable individuals and groups to develop
the skills and understandings that foster the necessary cultural changes that support a
change in practice (Fullan, as cited in Rutherford, 2009).
Change in the educational arena is not exclusive to curriculum, policies or
academic affairs. In fact, the craving to change and be a better school is reflected by the
personnel change and turnover in educational institutions. Kelleher- Lawson (2011)
claims that schools are highly staffed with inexperienced teachers because of the frequent
turnover among faculty. Guin (2004) finds in her research that elementary schools in her

investigated district experienced turnover rate that averaged 19% while several schools
experienced teacher turnover at almost twice that rate. Teacher turnover is receiving
increased attention in education research and policy as the focus of this attention
associates the turnover problem with the shortage of high quality teachers and attempts to
understand the ramifications of this problem (Haycock, as cited in Guin, 2004).
Educational change in the form of personnel turnover exists also among school
leadership. In a Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS) that was conducted in school year
2008-09 by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the U.S. Department
of Education, the attrition rates among principals in public schools and in private schools
was investigated. The results show that of the 117,140 school principals (public and
private) 20% discontinued their job during the following year, either moving to a
different school or leaving the principalship altogether (Battle, 2010).
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Other educational leaders experience similar turnover problem as educational
leadership faces complex educational environments that increase change. Kirst and Wirt
(2009) describe the superintendent work environment as challenging and demanding.
Negotiating with political interest groups, operating in a financial crunch, resolving
conflicts with boards, and coping with daily crises are a few of the exhausting aspects of
the superintendent job. Kirst and Wirt (2009) found that only two of the 55
superintendents who participated in this research were in office one year after the study.
Kirst and Wirt’s research (2009) revealed that superintendents indicated that long work
days, weakening of spirit and hassles from a greater number of citizens were the prime
reasons for this turbulence. Earlier study by Czaja and Harman (1997) finds that 183
professionals left the superintendency in Texas after the 1994-1995 school year.
Hargreaves (2009) contributes this trend to the poor working relationships with school
boards.
Recent research tries to scrutinize this problem and to understand the implications
of turnover in educational personnel on school operations. Hargreaves (2009) recognizes
the same trend of high turnover among school leaders and ties between leadership
succession and school performance and stability. Hargreaves claims that school
leadership is one of the most important yet overlooked factors that affect sustainable
school improvement. Hargreaves is surprised that the field of education, who embraces
the succession of outstanding teachers which can dramatically improve student
achievements, disappointingly overlooks the succession of outstanding school heads. To
minimize negative successions, Hargreaves recommends increasing leadership stability
and building systemic leadership.
50

Guin (2004) focuses on teacher turnover and her findings suggest that the
negative impacts of teacher turnover include a loss of organizational productivity, a
decrease in quality of service and an increase in direct costs. Guin found significant
negative correlations between teacher turnover rates and the six school climate concepts
(school climate, teacher climate, principal leadership, teacher influence, feeling
respected, and teacher interactions). The single exception was “Teacher Interactions.”
Seashore, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson (2010) identify compelling
evidence that leadership change affects schools. According to Seashore et al. (2010),
unplanned principals’ succession, regardless of what teachers might do, negatively affects
school performance. Recent studies continue to describe the devastating effects of rapid
principals’ succession. Rapid changes in school personnel intends to affect student
learning as succession is very common (Fink & Brayman, as cited in Seashore et al.,
2010; Meyer et al., 2011).
Schechter and Tischler (2007) investigated leadership succession among schools
and found negative effects of leadership change on schools. Schechter and Tischler also
found that organizational stability decreased dramatically as the change in leadership
personnel affected the long term planning for school change and slowed it down. Vaill
(as cited in Evans, 1996) also claimed that faculties and administrations of schools fear
the upcoming hasty change of leadership personnel. Leadership styles are often changing
as well and this increase destabilization and insecurity. Hargreaves (2009) echoes these
findings and claims that the current prevailing mindset favors a quick fix while long-term
planning and leadership stability are neglected. Schechter and Tischler (2007) suggest
setting up and institutionalizing an Organizational Learning Mechanism (OLM) that can
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sustain the change efforts as the transition period in the leadership role heightens
organizational members' sense of uncertainty. The possibility of school stagnation can
lead to a decline in school climate perception among the teachers, which can potentially
affect student success (Mitchell, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2010).
Adams (2002) thinks that the long-held conventional wisdom advising
independent schools to change heads every ten years or less for the sake of "new blood"
has always been bad advice. Instead of these frequent changes in headship personnel,
Adams believes that an independent school's board of trustees should make the hiring,
support, and retention of a long-term head one of its top priorities. Adams’ research
shows that schools with effective and long-term heads thrive, while those with more
frequent heads turnover are destined to flounder. Adams suggests various guidelines for
the board of trustees and the administration in order to plan long-term goals and establish
stable headship tenure.
The described personnel turnover in education does not pass over Jewish day
schools and over Jewish day school leadership personnel such as heads of schools and
principals (Elmaleh, 1988; Knafo, 2012; Schick, 2007). The desire to advance and
improve the academic and the management aspects of private Jewish day schools usually
leads to changes in organizational leadership and climate, and organizational personnel
are influenced by these changes (Knafo, 2012). Prager (as cited in Schick, 2007)
identifies some of the tendencies in today’s educational fields and focuses on the shortage
of educational leaders in Jewish education. Prager explains that school leadership
shortages stem from a widespread turnover among heads of schools and principals in
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Jewish day schools and recommends to schools to give attention to such turnover in
Jewish education.
Summary
In his bestseller book The Tipping Point, Malcolm Gladwell (as cited in Burke,
2011) describes the change in crime rate in New York City and claims that the change
had three principles. The first principle included contagiousness and proved that small
can cause a great effect and the change can occur in one dramatic moment. The second
principle according to Gladwell was that change, even though small, had a great impact.
The third principle was that the sudden nature of change (“the tipping point”) is very
difficult to accept (Burke, 2011). The way Gladwell describes change recaps school
change as described in the detailed literature above. School change is a contagious, it can
suddenly happen and it offers great potential and even greater impact on schools.
Frequent changes in schools, personnel turnover, and changes in leadership personnel,
affect schools’ functionality and atmosphere (Adams, 2002; Guin, 2004; Hargreaves,
2009; Marriott, 2001; Schechter & Tischler, 2007; Seashore et al., 2010). When turnover
in leadership personnel occurs it trembles the essential role of the leader and jolt the role
of teachers, students and school constituencies. Teachers are morally and professionally
affected by the leadership change as they find themselves working under different
management and in a stressing unstable environment (Adams, 2002; Schechter &
Tischler, 2007). Leadership personnel turnover in schools and specifically in Jewish day
schools can affect the climate of the school, and as a result, can affect school’s operation
(Knafo, 2012).
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As this research explores the magnitude of the impact that leadership personnel
turnover has on Jewish day schools’ climate, it portrays the vibrant educational reality of
our times, and opens the door to further understanding of organizational change.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction
The primary goal of this study was to test the research questions that relate school
climate to the number of changes of principals and heads of Schools in independent
Jewish day schools. School climate was indicated by teachers in Jewish day schools and
was comprised from six subsets of dimensions of the school climate as described in the
researcher developed questionnaire (see appendix A). The questionnaire was used in an
earlier study (Knafo, 2012) and was largely discussed under “Research Instrument” in
this chapter (Chapter 3). The questionnaire contained 30 questions comprised from six
subsets. Each of the subsets included five questions; each question had a score of 1-5.
The total school climate score was the sum of the scores in all 30 questions (six subsets),
ranged from 30 points (low climate score) to 150 points (high climate score).
This primary goal of this research and the additional secondary goals were
outlined by the hypotheses and questions in Chapter 1. The six subsets of dimensions of
school climate were as follows: personal relationship, resourcefulness, professional
collaboration, management, academic performance and setting a growth climate. The
methodology that was used to test the research questions was outlined in this chapter.
This chapter contained eight sections: (a) purpose and research questions of the study, (b)
hypotheses, (c) research methodology, (d) population and sample, (e) research
instrument, (f) data analysis, (g) variables, and (h) statistical analyses. The methodology
in this research included descriptive statistics of the findings as well as inferential
statistics that will include number of Analyses of Variances (ANOVA).
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Purpose and Research Questions of the Study
The purpose of the study was to understand the relations between the number of
changes in the Head of School position in independent Jewish day schools in the recent
five years (2006-2011) as well as the number of changes in the principal’s position and
religious studies director’s positions in independent Jewish day schools, and perceived
school climate by the school teachers. This research may engender new information on
how future school boards, lay leaders and day school leadership think about the
ramifications of headship personnel change and midlevel academic administrative
positions.
The following research questions guided the study:
1. How often did leadership personnel changes occur in Jewish day schools in
America between the years of 2006-2011?
2. What are the teachers’ perceptions of their school climate?
3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
Head of School leadership change?
4. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate in
each of the six categories (subsets) and Head of School leadership change?
5. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
personnel change in the school academic leadership team (principals, directors of
Jewish studies)?
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Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were presented in this study:
H1: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated high numbers of heads of school changes and schools that indicated low
numbers of heads of school changes in their teachers’ climate perception (as indicated by
their climate score). when  represents the mean for the four groups of
the teachers, those who work in schools who had one, two, three or four and more heads
of school between the years of 2006-2011 respectively.)
H2: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated high numbers of heads of school changes and schools that indicated low
numbers of heads of school changes in their teachers’ perception of each of the six
categories (as indicated by the category’s climate score). he hypothesis 

is examined six times for the dependent variables personal relationship,
resourcefulness, professional collaboration, management, academic performance, and
growth climate, when  represents the mean for the four groups of the teachers, those
who work in schools who had one, two, three or four and more heads of school between
the years of 2006-2011 respectively.
H3: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated a high number of principals and religious studies directors change and
schools that indicated low number of principals and religious studies directors change in
their teachers’ climate perception (as indicated by their climate score). when
 represents the mean for the two groups of the teachers, those who work in schools who
had average of equal or less than two leaders and schools who had average of more than
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two leaders in the positions of principals and religious studies directors between the
2006-2011 years.)
Research Methodology
The purpose of quantitative studies is for the researcher to project his or her
findings onto the larger population through an objective process. Data collected, often
through surveys administered to a sample or subset of the entire population, allow the
researcher to generalize or make inferences. Results are interpreted to determine the
probability that the conclusions found among the sample can be replicated within the
larger population. Conclusions are derived from data collected and measures of statistical
analysis (Creswell, Thorne, & Giesen, as cited in Borrego, Douglas, & Amelink, 2009).
This study used a non-experimental quantitative research design as described by
McMillan (2008). The distinction between experimental and non-experimental research
rests on the manipulation of treatments and on random assignment. Any quantitative
study without manipulation of treatments or random assignment is a non-experimental
study. This study essentially described the participants, their traits, scores and other
characteristics such as perceptions of climate as indicated by the questionnaire, without
the intervention of the researcher (McMillan, 2008). As this research investigated past
events (the climate in Jewish Day Schools as perceived by teachers in these schools in
relation to the leadership personnel change in the schools based on the changes that
occurred in the years 2006-2011), it is not intended as a current analysis which might
predict future changes.
Examining the relationships among groups with the quantitative method as
described above allowed this research to make preliminary identification of possible
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cause and effect between the variables and illuminated the understanding of this
educational phenomenon. Furthermore, examining the relationship between the variables
enabled the researcher to predict the value of one variable from the value of the other
variable.
Population and Sample
Recent data revealed that there are approximately 185,000 students in all Jewish
day schools (approximately 750 schools) in the United States. There are approximately
70 day schools under Conservative auspices, more than 20 Reform day schools, over 70
community day schools and over 500 orthodox schools ranging from very small in size to
very large. The Jewish day school enterprise costs well over $1 billion annually and, on a
per capita basis, it is the most expensive and extensive type of Jewish education currently
being supported by the North American Jewish community (Jewish Education Service of
North America, 2003).
Based on this information, the anticipated number of subjects was determined by
standardized effect size (d) of 0.75 (d = 0.75), significance level of 0.05 (power
size of 0.80 (p = .80) for the two levels in the independent variable (number of leadership
personnel change) and the 6 levels in the independent variable (school climate).
According to table C.12 (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003, pp. 654-656) in each level of
the ANOVA analysis the sample size is 48. Thus, in order to even further increase the
power of this sample questionnaire was sent to 200 teachers in 50 different schools.
This study included 200 Jewish day school teachers who were listed in the
directories of the 50 schools who agreed to participate in this survey. These schools
included Jewish Community schools, Solomon Schechter schools (Conservative), Reform
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schools and Modern Orthodox institutions. Ultra-orthodox schools, Yeshiva schools, and
Chabad schools were excluded from this survey as they operate differently and are
structured differently from the model of day schools that this research aimed to
investigate.
An initial contact was made with the three major Jewish day school networks
(Solomon Schechter Network, Ravsak Network, and Pardes Network) in May of 2012,
explaining the research and requesting permission to conduct the research in the enlisted
schools. Network chairs, directors, principals, and heads of schools responded to this
request. The participant schools were randomly selected from the lists that appeared on
the websites of the three major Jewish day school networks (Pardes, Ravsak, and
Schechter Network). The participant schools were located in different parts of the United
States. Thirteen schools (26%) were located in the West (California, Nevada, Utah), two
schools (4%) were located in the Northwest (Washington, Oregon), five schools (10%)
were located in the Southwest (Texas, New Mexico, Arizona), two schools (4%) were
located in the Midwest (Minnesota, Missouri), 16 schools (32%) were located in the
Northeast (Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Virginia, Maryland,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, D.C., and more), seven schools (14%) were located in the
Southeast (Florida, South Carolina) and five schools (10%) were located in the south
(Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee).
Five to seven teachers from each selected school were then randomly chosen from
the faculty directory to participate in the survey and 200 teachers received an invitation
with an introductory email that included a link to the questionnaire. Over a period of 7
full working days (10 days total), the 200 teachers received one reminder to participate in
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the survey with a specific deadline. By the end of the designated period, a total of 45
teachers (22.5%) completed the survey which concluded the first stage of the data
collection. Customer satisfaction surveys and market research surveys often have
response rates in the 10% - 30% range and employee surveys typically have a response
rate of 25% - 60% (Custom Insight, n.d.). According to People Pulse, a market sector
company, the average combined response rates for all survey types is 26% (with
incentives and follow ups). Survey specialists claim that a large invitation pool is
associated with lower response rates (Hamilton, 2003; People Pulse, n.d.). According to
these stated response rates, the Teachers’ Climate Questionnaire response rates (22.5%)
are in the median response rate range. These normal rates range help to ensure that the
survey results are representative of the population and help to produce accurate and
useful research results (University of Texas, 2011).
Subjects were of both genders were assumed to be between the ages of 21 years
old (beginning of their teaching career) and 67 years old (anticipated retirement age).
They came from a variety of ethnic groups, geographical locations, teaching subjects and
religious backgrounds. Subjects were full, part time, lead and assistant teachers. It is to be
assumed that since the subjects are trained educators who were screened prior to being
hired, it was unlikely that any subjects had major mental health or emotional problems.
The research was delivered to men and women, and there was a chance that a few of the
subjects were pregnant at the time of answering the questionnaire. This should have not
affected the research in any way nor affected the subjects who are pregnant, as this
research was anonymous and was not interested in their personal status or physical
standing of the participants.
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The random selection of Jewish day schools affected the study’s external validity
and allowed generalization to the population from which this sample was drawn. In each
of the selected schools, the researcher randomly assigned the selected teachers to answer
the questionnaire to cause the variations among the subjects to theoretically distribute
equally among the subjects (teachers) and to increase the internal validity. This controlled
for the effects of any confounding variables and allowed the researcher to make the claim
that any differences noted between the groups can be attributed to the treatment effect
(number of changes in leadership personnel) rather than other confounding variables.
This research served primarily to analyze patterns in Jewish day schools and it is
important to point out that the religious character of these schools could have been of a
sensitive matter for the research. However, the questionnaire did not include any religious
characteristics or conclusions in the process nor in the analysis of the data.
Research Instrument
The study used a questionnaire developed by the researcher for an earlier study
(Knafo, 2012). The Teachers' Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire (See
Appendix A) was based on four instruments: The Comprehensive School Climate
Instrument (CSCI) which was developed by the National School Climate Center (NSCC,
2002), the Benchmarks instrument of the Center of Creative Leadership (CCL, 2010),
School Climate Survey by Evaluation Toolkit for Magnet School Programs (Evaluation
Toolkit, 2009), and the School climate quality analytic assessment instrument developed
by the Alliance for the Study of School Climate (ASSC, 2004). These instruments are
grounded in many years of research that was done in communities, school districts, cities
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and states, and among teachers, principals, school leaders, managers, and executives in
numerous organizations.
The questionnaire included six subsets which indicated traits of school climate.
The first subset reflected on personal relationships and included five questions about the
administration’s compassion to personal needs, the school’s interest in the individual
teacher and the school’s attitude toward employees. The second subset reflected on the
school’s resourcefulness and included five questions about clarity of the school’s policies
and leadership support in academic matters. The third subset reflected on the professional
collaboration among faculty members and included five questions about coordination
with faculty members, collegiality and collaboration with peers. The fourth subset
reflected on the school’s management and included five questions about the
administrative leadership’s abilities and management styles. The fifth subset reflected on
the school’s academic performance and included five questions about the school’s ability
to set high academic standards as well as to recruit high quality personnel. The sixth
subset reflected on the way school sets growth climate and included five questions about
the opportunities that school offers to teachers in professional development as well as
advancement and promotion of individuals. The last part of the survey contained six
information questions about the numbers of leadership personnel change in the school in
the recent five years.
Each of the six subsets included five questions; each question encompassed an
answer with five choices ranging from “Not at all”, to “To a little extent”, to “To some
extent”, to “To a great extent,” and to “To a very great extent.” Each of these choices
was scored 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 points respectively, where an indication of low climate
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perception was 1 point and an indication of high climate perception was 5 points. Each
subset of climate dimensions could receive a score ranging from 5-25 points, bringing the
range of the possible total climate score (of all the six subsets together) to 30-150 points,
where 30 points is an indication of low climate perception and 150 points is an indication
of high climate perception. These scores together with the collected data about the
number of personnel changes as indicated in the last part of the survey (questions 31-36)
were the “bread and butter” for the data analyses and the research conclusions.
Instrument validity. In the earlier study by Knafo (2012), the researcher selected
participants from a random selection of Jewish day schools to affect the study’s external
validity and to allow generalization to the population from which this sample was drawn.
In each school selected, the researcher randomly assigned a number of teachers to answer
the questionnaire. By randomly assigning subjects from each school, variations among
the subjects were theoretically distributed equally and internal validity increased. This
controlled for the effects of any confounding variables and allowed the researcher to
make the claim that any differences noted between the groups can be attributed to the
treatment effect (number of school heads) rather than other confounding variables.
Twenty-one Jewish day school heads were randomly selected from a list of
Jewish day schools provided by the three major Jewish day school networks: Solomon
Schechter Network, Ravsak Network, and Pardes Network. An initial contact with these
21 school heads produced consents from 11 school heads who allowed the participation
of their schools in the research. Three teachers from each school were then randomly
selected to participate in the survey and 33 teachers received an invitation with an
introductory email that included a link to the questionnaire. Over a period of 10 days, the
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33 teachers received a reminder to participate in the survey with a specific deadline. By
the end of the designated period, a total of 24 teachers (72%) completed the survey and
concluded the first stage of the data collection.
Following this stage, statistical analyses were conducted with the collected data
using IBM SPSS PASW (IBM Inc., 2011). A One-way Analysis of Variance was used to
examine the question whether teachers who are employed in schools who had one, two,
three or four or more heads of school over the last five years (2006-2011) had a different
perception of school climate (school climate score) for a sample of randomly selected
teachers. The independent variable represented the different turnovers in the Head of
School’s position, with four groups represented: (1) Teachers who worked in schools
which had one head of school in the recent five years; (2) Teachers who worked in
schools which had two heads of school in the recent five years; (3) Teachers who worked
in schools which had three heads of school in the recent five years and (4) Teachers who
worked in schools which had four or more heads of school in the recent five years .The
dependent variable is a scale measuring perception of school climate by teachers in
Jewish schools.
The test for homogeneity of variance was analyzed (Levene’s F) and post hoc
tests were conducted to identify more information about the described relations between
school climate and Head of School turnover in Jewish day schools. Table 1 presents the
means and standard deviations for each of the four groups.
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Climate
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

109.400

8.019

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

94.143

24.238

7

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

85.200

5.718

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

69.200

13.293

5

The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (3, 18) =
2.661; p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA
was met. The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of school climate revealed a
statistically significant main effect (F (3, 18) = 5.559; p < .05) indicating that not all four
groups of schools indicated the same teachers’ perception of climate. Due to the small
number of subjects in each group, considerable variations were found in the climate
scores of teachers in each group. The measure of association (ω2 = .383) indicated that
approximately 38% of the variation in teachers’ perception of climate score was
attributable to differences between the four groups of head of schools.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer procedures were used to determine
which pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 2 and
indicate that teachers in schools with four or more HOS (M = 69.200) had lower
perception of school climate than teachers in schools with one HOS (M = 109.400). The
effect size for this significant effect was 2.51, indicating that these two groups differed by
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more than 2.5 standard deviations. The post hoc results also indicated no significant
difference between school climate means and numbers of HOS in other combinations as
outlined in Table 2.

Table 2
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived School Climate by Teachers
Leadership Change

Mean

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

109.400

Two Heads of School

94.143

2.317

Three Heads of School

85.200

3.612

1.295

Four or more Heads of School

69.200

5.823*

3.505

3

2.209

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 18 ≈ 4.00
Knafo’s findings (2012) showed that the current perception of school climate
among teachers in Jewish day schools indicates that school climate as perceived by
teachers is related to turnover in the position of head of school. Teachers in schools with
four or more heads of school in the recent five year period had a significantly lower
school climate perception than teachers who worked in schools with only one head of
school over the last five years. Knafo’s results also showed that the more heads of school
teachers had, the lower was their perception of school climate. In his conclusion, Knafo
(2012) recommended expanding his research to a variety of leadership positions and
educational institutions in order to reveal greater insight into this fascinating subject of
leadership personnel turnover and its relation to school climate.
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Reliability of instrument. Reliability is used to refer to the degree of variable
error in a measurement. Reliability is defined as the extent to which measurement is free
of random error (Lilani, 2008). The Coefficient Alpha developed by Cronbach is one of
the most frequently used indexes for estimating the internal consistency reliability of
measurement instruments in many fields of research in social studies, medical field,
education, and statistics as it enable the researcher to examine the reliability of
psychometric instrument that include scales, multiple item tests, questionnaires, or
inventories (Javali, Gudaganavar, & Raj, 2011).
It was vital to estimate the internal consistency reliability of multiple indicators
for each subset of questions (category) in this Teachers’ Climate Questionnaire as it is
important to know the reliability and validity of the proposed questionnaire. Sekaran (as
cited in Lilani, 2008) explained that as closer the Cronbach’s Alpha is to 1, the higher the
internal reliability consistency is. Others used more specific threshold to define the
internal consistency reliability. Complying with .70 cutoff for good internal consistency
reliability as defined by de-Vaus (as cited in Rice, Hwang, Abrefa-Gyan, & Powell,
2010), the threshold of the Cronbach Alpha in Knafo’s study was set to be equal or
higher than 0.7 or 70% for the questionnaire to be reliable and valid (Knafo, 2012).
Cronbach Alpha was calculated using IBM SPSS PASW (IBM Inc., 2011) and the
results are reported below in Table 3.
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Table 3
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Six Categories of Teachers’ Climate
Subset of

Category

Cronbach Alpha

Questions
1-5

Personal Relationship

.887

6-10

Resourcefulness

.817

11-15

Professional Collaboration

.745

16-20

Management

.911

21-25

Academic Performance

.908

26-30

Setting a Growth Climate

.826

Table 3 showed that all categories indicated test reliability larger than 0.7
(Cronbach Alpha > .7) indicating that the personal relationship scale had .887 reliability,
resourcefulness scale had .817 reliability, professional collaboration scale had .745
reliability, management scale had .911 reliability, academic performance scale had .908
and Setting a Growth Climate scale had .826 reliability, all indicated high reliability of
the used instrument.
Data Analysis
This was quantitative study sought to understand the relations between the
number of leadership changes in the Head of School position in independent Jewish day
schools in the recent five years (2006-2011) as well as the number of changes in the
principal position and religious studies director positions in independents Jewish day
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schools, and perceived school climate by the school teachers. The analysis in this study
came in the form of a statistical analysis of variables, accompanied with graphs and
visual images that further portrayed the statistical findings.
Variables
This research used independent and dependent variables to analyze the statistical
data that were collected in this research and to answer the research hypotheses.
Independent variables. The first independent variable represented the number
of personnel change in the Head of School’s position with four groups represented: (1)
Teachers who worked in schools which had one head of school in the recent five years;
(2) Teachers who worked in schools which had two heads of school in the recent five
years; (3) Teachers who worked in schools which had three heads of school in the recent
five years, and (4) Teachers who worked in schools which had four or more heads of
school in the recent five years. This variable is indicated by question number 31 of the
questionnaire and its value was 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. When the value of question
number 31 was 5, it meant that the subject answered “not applicable” to this question
which indicated that the school did not have a head of school. In this case, the subject
was omitted from the statistical analyses for the first hypothesis (H1:and
from the third hypothesis (H3:, for each of the six subset scores). he
second independent variable represented the mean of the number of changes in academic
personnel (principals, directors of religious studies) with two groups represented: (1)
Teachers who worked in schools which had an average of equal or less than two
principals and directors of religious studies personnel in the recent five years; (2)
Teachers who worked in schools which had an average of more than two principals and
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directors of religious studies personnel in the recent five years. The value of this
independent variable manifested from the original scores that were indicated by the
subjects on questions number 32-36 of the questionnaire. The original value of each
question ranged from 1 to 5, when one indicates one leader, two indicates two leaders,
three indicate three leaders and four indicates four leaders in recent five years. When the
value of questions 32-35 was 5, it meant that the subjects answered “not applicable” to
one or more of these questions which indicated that the school did not have this specific
position (early childhood principal, elementary school principal, middle school principal,
high school principal or religious studies director). In this case, the value 5 was omitted
from the calculation of the mean and did not affect the total average of this variable.
This variable was used for the statistical analyses of the third hypothesis (H2:
Dependent variables. The first dependent variable was the school climate score
as perceived by teachers (a scale measuring perception of school climate by teachers).The
total score of school climate by teachers was calculated by adding the scores of the six
dimensions of school climate which were: personal relationship, resourcefulness,
professional collaboration, management, academic performance and climate growth of
the schools as portrayed by the provided questionnaire (see more details above, under
“Research Instrument”). Each of the six subsets included five questions and each
question encompassed an answer with five choices ranging from “Not at all” (1 point) to
“To a very great extent” (5 points) with the possibility of 2,3, and 4 point in between as
the indication of climate ranged from low climate perception (1 point) to high climate
perception (5 points). Each subset of climate dimensions could receive a score ranging
from 5-25 points, bringing the range of the possible total climate score (of all the six
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subsets together) to anywhere between 30 points (overall low climate) to 150 points
(overall high climate). This dependent variable was used to examine the first hypothesis
(H1:)and the third hypothesis (H3:).
There were six other dependent variables that were used to examine the second
hypothesis (H2:)for each of the six subset score. These six dependent
variables were as follows: personal relationship represented the sum of questions 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5, and indicated school climate traits of personal relationship. Resourcefulness
represented the sum of questions 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 which indicated school climate traits
of school resourcefulness. Professional collaboration represented the sum of questions 11,
12, 13, 14, and 15 which indicated school climate traits of professional collaboration
among school faculty and staff. Management represented the sum of questions 16, 17, 18,
19, and 20 which indicated school climate traits of school effective management.
Academic performance represented the sum of questions 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 which
indicated school climate traits of school academic performance. Growth climate
represented the sum of questions 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30 which indicated school climate
traits of setting a growth climate at school.
Each of these six dependent variables was used separately to examine the second
hypothesis and to answer the question whether the mean was different for teachers who
worked under one, two, three or four or more heads of schools in independent Jewish day
schools in the recent five years. These scores together with the collected data about the
number of personnel changes as indicated in the last part of the survey (questions 31-36)
were the essential sustaining element for the data analyses and the research conclusions.
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IBM SPSS PASW (IBM Inc., 2011) was used to conduct the analysis of the value (score)
of the questionnaire to ascertain if responses are the same or different for the four groups
of teachers (independent variable).
Statistical Analyses
The first ANOVA (One-way Analysis of Variance) was used to examine the
question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States had a different
perception of school climate (as indicated by the total school climate score) after being
employed in schools with different number of Heads of School (HOS) during the past
five years.
A following set of six ANOVAs (One-way Analysis of Variance) was used to
examine the question whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States had a
different perception of school climate (as indicated separately by each of the six subsets
of the climate score; Personal relationship, resourcefulness, professional collaboration,
management, academic performance, and growth climate) after being employed in
schools with different number of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years.
The last ANOVA was used to determine if a relationship existed between the
number of changes in leadership personnel in academic administration (principals and
religious directors) and the teachers’ perception of school climate (as indicated by the
total school climate score.)
Each ANOVA procedure was accompanied by the test for homogeneity of
variance to indicate if the assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was met as
well as Post hoc comparisons using Tukey procedures to determine which pairs of the
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four group means differed. These findings are outlined respectively in the fourth chapter
of this research supplemented with graphs and illustrations as was needed.
Summary
This chapter described the methods of this study and included the purpose of the
study, research questions, hypotheses, sample and population, instrumentation and
validity, data collection, variables and data analysis. The purpose of this study was to test
the relationship between changes in leadership personnel in Jewish day schools and
school climate as perceived by the teachers of these schools during the five year period
between 2006 and 2011. The types of school (categorized by the number of personnel
changes) were the unit of analysis. The sample was drawn from Jewish day schools
across the USA and the analyses of data will were presented in the fourth chapter.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter presents the results of this study and the analysis of the relationship
between the number of changes in the Head of School position in independent Jewish day
schools in the recent five years (2006-2011) as well as the number of changes in the
principal’s position and religious studies director’s positions in independent Jewish day
schools, and the perceived school climate by the school teachers as indicated by the total
school climate score and as indicated by the six different categories (subsets) which
define school climate in this research. The chapter is divided into four sections: Sample
descriptive statistics, instrument reliability test, ANOVA to examine Hypothesis 1,
ANOVAs to examine Hypothesis 2, and ANOVA to examine Hypothesis 3. Each one of
the procedures is accompanied with descriptive statistics, statistical analyses,
comparative statistics and detailed tables.
Sample Descriptive Statistics
Two types of data were collected in this study. One questionnaire (the research’s
instrument) was used to collect data on school climate as perceived by teachers and data
on past occurrences of leadership personnel change in the selected school. Two hundred
teachers in Jewish Day Schools (subjects) received an invitation to participate in the
online survey (see appendix B), and over a course of 10 days they received a kind
reminder about the deadline of the survey.
Forty-five teachers answered the survey (22.5%) and were the final data base for
this research. Among these 45 subjects, one did not complete the data required for the
number of heads of school change in the last five years (question 31), one did not
complete any of the academic leadership personnel data (questions 32-36), and one did
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not complete substantial number of climate indications. The three (Subjects 7, 17, and 31)
were omitted from the final data base. The final data base included 42 subjects (21% of
the survey recipients). The results do not indicate how many schools or regions in the
U.S. did participate in this survey. Thus, the unit of research is the teacher (the subjects
who responded to the survey) and not schools or regions. Table 4 shows the frequencies
of the responding subjects (teachers) by the number of heads of school which they
worked under in the recent five years.

Table 4
Frequencies of the Subjects by the Four Groups of Number of School Heads
Number of Heads

Frequencies of

of School

Teachers

Percentage

Accumulative
Percentage

1

5

11.9

11.9

2

27

64.3

76.2

3

5

11.9

88.1

4 or More

5

11.9

100.0

42

100.0

Total

Table 5 continue to describe the frequencies of the responding subjects, this time
the division is by the average of academic leaders (principals and religious studies
directors) which the responding teachers worked under, in the past five years.
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Table 5
Frequencies of the Subjects by the Average of Academic Leaders
Average of Academic Leaders Frequencies Percentage Accumulative Percentage
of Teachers
1.00-1.99

19

46.3

46.3

2.00-2.99

17

41.5

87.8

3.00-3.99

4

9.8

97.6

4.00 or More

1

2.4

100

Missing

1

2.4

42

100

Total

Table 6 shows the descriptive statistics of number of subjects, means, standard
deviations, and range of the main tested variables.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics of Means, Standard Deviations, and Range
Variables

M

SD

r

93.637

20.503

81.00

Heads of School

2.239

0.821

3.00

Academic Leaders Average

2.012

0.677

3.00

School Climate Score
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Instrument Reliability
The reliability is defined as the extent to which measurement is free of variable
error (Lilani, 2008). The coefficient alpha developed by Cronbach is most commonly
used in a survey or questionnaire that forms a scale that is wished to be determined as a
reliable scale (Laerd Statistics, 2012). Complying with .70 cutoff for good internal
consistency reliability as defined by de-Vaus (as cited in Rice et al., 2010), the threshold
of the Cronbach Alpha in this study is set to be equal or higher than 0.7 or 70% for the
questionnaire to be reliable (Knafo, 2012).
Cronbach Alpha was calculated using IBM SPSS PASW (IBM Inc., 2011) and the
results are reported in Table 7.

Table 7
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Six Climate Categories in Current Research
Subset of

Category

Cronbach Alpha

Questions
1-5

Personal Relationship

.934

6-10

Resourcefulness

.926

11-15

Professional Collaboration

.936

16-20

Management

.916

21-25

Academic Performance

.917

26-30

Setting a Growth Climate

.915
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The result of the total Cronbach's Alpha was 0.936, which indicated a high level
of internal consistency for the scale of the total climate score which comprised from the
six categories (subsets).
Table 7 shows that all categories indicated test reliability larger than 0.7
(Cronbach a > .7) indicating that the personal relationship scale had .934 reliability,
resourcefulness scale had .926 reliability, professional collaboration scale had .936
reliability, management scale had .916 reliability, academic performance scale had .917
and setting growth climate scale had .915 reliability. These results support the use of the
instrument.
ANOVA to Examine Hypothesis 1
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the question of
whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States have a different perception of
school climate (as indicated by a school climate score) after being employed in schools
with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years. The
independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the sampled schools had,
which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one HOS; (2) Schools that had
two HOS; (3) Schools that had three HOS; and (4) Schools that had four or more HOS in
the past five years. The dependent variable represents the total climate score for all the
six subsets as was perceived by the teachers. See Table 8 for the means and standard
deviations for each of the four groups.
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Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Climate
Head of School personnel change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

115.800

9.565

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

97.139

18.497

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

80.600

6.427

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

65.600

7.765

5

The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (3, 38) =
2.419; p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA
was met. The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of school climate revealed a
statistically significant main effect (F (3, 38) = 9.914; p < .05) indicating that not all four
groups of schools indicated the same teachers’ perception of climate. The measure of
association (ω2 = .389) indicated that approximately 39% of the variation in teachers’
perception of climate score attributable to differences between the four groups of schools
with different number of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 9 and indicate
that teachers who worked in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M =
65.600) had lower perception of their school climate than teachers who worked in schools
with one HOS in the past five years (M = 115.800) and lower perception of their school
climate than teachers who worked in school with two HOS in the past five years (M =
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97.139). The Post hoc comparison results also indicate that teachers in schools with three
HOS in the past five years (M = 80.600) had lower perception of their school climate
than teachers in schools with one HOS (M = 115.800). The effect sizes for these three
significant effects were 3.147, 1.977 and 2.207 respectively, indicating more than 3,
nearly 2, and more than 2 standard deviations difference respectively.

Table 9
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived School Climate by Teachers
Leadership Change

Mean

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

115.800

Two Heads of School

97.139

2.356

Three Heads of School

80.600

4.954*

2.591

Four or more Heads of School

65.600

7.886*

5.529*

3

2.931

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81

ANOVAs to Examine Hypothesis 2
The following six ANOVAs (One-way Analysis of Variance) were used to
examine the question whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States had a
different perception of school climate (as indicated separately by each of the six subsets
of the climate score; personal relationship, resourcefulness, professional collaboration,
management, academic performance, and growth climate) after being employed in
schools with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years.
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ANOVA for Personal Relationship. A One-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used to examine the question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in
the United States have a different perception of personal relationship (as indicated by
questions 1-5 on the Teachers’ Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire) after being
employed in schools with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the past
five years.
The independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the sampled
schools had, which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one HOS in the
past five years; (2) Schools that had two HOS in the past five years; (3) Schools that had
three HOS in the past five years; and (4) Schools that had four or more HOS in the past
five years. The dependent variable represents climate that is reflected through healthy and
positive personal relationship between administration, faculty and staff members through
genuine and sensitive communication among all constituencies (personal relationship).
See Table 10 for the means and standard deviations for each of the four groups.

Table 10
Means and Standard Deviations of Personal Relationship
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

18.00

2.828

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

17.59

4.153

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

13.60

1.789

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.20

3.833

5
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The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (3, 38) =
3.795; p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA
was met. The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of personal relationship
revealed a statistically non-significant main effect (F (3, 38) = 2.164; p > .05) indicating
that teachers’ perception of personal relationship did not vary significantly among the
four groups of schools. The measure of association (ω2 = .077) indicated that
approximately 8% of the variation in teachers’ perception of personal relationship
attributable to differences between the four groups of schools with different number of
HOS in the past five years.
ANOVA for Resourcefulness. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
used to examine the question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United
States have a different perception of resourcefulness (as indicated by questions 6-10 on
the Teachers’ Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire) after being employed in
schools with different number of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years.
The independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the sampled
schools had, which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one HOS in the
past five years; (2) Schools that had two HOS in the past five years; (3) Schools that had
three HOS in the past five years; and (4) Schools that had four or more HOS in the past
five years. The dependent variable represents climate that is reflected by the school offers
resourceful solutions and provides strategic and effective support to teachers in their
academic and routine work (resourcefulness). See Table 11 for the means and standard
deviations for each of the four groups.
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Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations of Resourcefulness
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

19.40

3.362

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

17.04

3.069

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.00

3.240

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

12.60

2.408

5

The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (3, 38) = .213;
p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was met.
The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of resourcefulness revealed a statistically
significant main effect (F (3, 38) = 4.885; p < .05) indicating that not all four groups of
schools indicated the same teachers’ perception of personal relationship. The measure of
association (ω2 = .2172) indicated that approximately 22% of the variation in teachers’
perception of resourcefulness attributable to differences between the four groups of
schools with different number of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 12 and indicate
that teachers in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M = 12.60) had
lower perception of their school resourcefulness than teachers in schools with one HOS
(M = 19.40). The effect size for this significant effect was 2.224, indicating that these
two groups differed by more than 2 standard deviations.
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Table 12
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived Resourcefulness by Teachers
Leadership Change

M

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

19.40

Two Heads of School

17.04

1.967

Three Heads of School

15.00

3.639

1.672

Four or more Heads of School

12.60

5.573*

3.607

3

1.934

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81

ANOVA for Professional Collaboration
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the question of
whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States have a different perception of
professional collaboration (as indicated by questions 11-15 on the Teachers’ Perspective
of School Climate Questionnaire) after being employed in schools with different numbers
of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years. The independent variable
represented the different numbers of HOS the sampled schools had, which is divided to
four groups: (1) Schools that had only one HOS in the past five years; (2) Schools that
had two HOS in the past five years; (3) Schools that had three HOS in the past five years;
and (4) Schools that had four or more HOS in the past five years.
The dependent variable represents climate that is reflected by the way school
promotes working relationships among teachers, enhance coordination among faculty
members and enables cooperation between teachers to achieve the school goals.
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Collegiality, trust and involvement in school decisions are in the heart of this climate
aspect of school (professional collaboration). See Table 13 for the means and standard
deviations for each of the four groups.

Table 13
Means and Standard Deviations of Professional Collaboration
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

18.15

2.472

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.63

3.521

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

13.60

2.191

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

12.00

1.871

5

The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (3, 38) = .956;
p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was met.
The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of professional collaboration revealed a
statistically significant main effect (F (3, 38) = 3.746; p < .05) indicating that not all four
groups of schools indicated the same teachers’ perception of professional collaboration.
The measure of association (ω2 = .164) indicated that approximately 16% of the variation
in teachers’ perception of professional collaboration attributable to differences between
the four groups of schools with different numbers of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 14 and indicate
that teachers in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M = 12.00) had
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lower perception of their school’s professional collaboration than teachers in schools with
one HOS (M = 18.15). The effect size for this significant effect was 1.945, indicating that
these two groups differed by close to 2 standard deviations.

Table 14
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived Professional Collaboration
Leadership Change

M

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

18.15

Two Heads of School

15.63

1.269

Three Heads of School

13.60

2.879

1.610

Four or more Heads of School

12.00

4.877*

3.608

3

1.998

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81
ANOVA for Management. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
used to examine the question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United
States have a different perception of management (as indicated by questions 16-20 on the
Teachers’ Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire) after being employed in schools
with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the past five years. The
independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the sampled schools Had,
which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one HOS in the past five years;
(2) Schools that had two HOS in the past five years; (3) Schools that had three HOS in
the past five years; and (4) Schools that had four or more HOS in the past five years. The
dependent variable represents climate that is reflected by the school administration
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visionary and professional traits, and by the way administration plans and performs
efficiently, uses advanced management skills, expand employees’ opportunities,
effectively deals with resistance and solve problems successfully (management). See
Table 15 for the means and standard deviations for each of the four groups.

Table 15
Means and Standard Deviations of Management
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

19.80

.837

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.40

3.507

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

12.60

1.673

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

9.20

2.387

5

The test for homogeneity of variance was significant (Levene’s (3, 38) = 3.461; p
< .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was not
met, thus the Welch ANOVA was used to test this hypothesis. The Welch test for
equality of means was significant (Welch’s (3, 10.809) = 44.304; p < .05) indicating that
there were significant differences between the four groups in their management
perception. The measure of association (ω2 = .4217) indicated that approximately 42%
of the variation in teachers’ perception of management attributable to differences
between the four groups of schools with different number of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 16 and indicate
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that teachers in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M = 9.20) had
lower perception of their school management than teachers in schools with one HOS (M
= 19.80) and two HOS (M = 15.40). The effect size for these significant effects was 3.46
and 2.023 respectively, indicating that these two groups differed by more than 3 and 2
standard deviations respectively. The post hoc results also indicated significant
differences between management means as indicated by teachers in schools with three
HOS in the past five years (M = 12.60) and one HOS in the past five years (M = 19.80).
The effect size for this significant effect was 2.285, indicating that these groups differed
by more than 2 standard deviations.

Table 16
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived School Management by Teachers
Leadership Change

M

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

19.80

Two Heads of School

15.40

2.782

Three Heads of School

12.60

5.073*

2.291

9.20

8.689*

5.891*

Four or more Heads of School

3

3.601

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81
ANOVA for Academic Performance. A One-way Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used to examine the question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in
the United States have a different perception of academic performance (as indicated by
questions 21-25 on the Teachers’ Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire) after
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being employed in schools with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the
past five years. The independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the
sampled schools had, which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one
HOS in the past five years; (2) Schools that had two HOS in the past five years; (3)
Schools that had three HOS in the past five years; and (4) Schools that had four or more
HOS in the past five years. The dependent variable represents climate that is reflected by
the school’s high level standing, successfully implementing high academic standards,
attracting top notch personnel and achieving great accomplishments (academic
performance). See Table 17 for the means and standard deviations for each of the four
groups.

Table 17
Means and Standard Deviations of Academic Performance
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

20.20

1.095

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.78

3.755

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

13.80

0.837

5

8.60

1.673

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

The test for homogeneity of variance was significant (Levene’s (3, 38) = 3.885; p
< .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was not
met, thus the Welch ANOVA was used to test this hypothesis. The Welch test for
equality of means was significant (Welch’s (3, 11.835) = 58.895; p < .05) indicating that
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there were significant differences between the four groups in their academic performance
perception. The measure of association (ω2 = .4373) indicated that approximately 43% of
the variation in teachers’ perception of academic performance attributable to differences
between the four groups of schools with different numbers of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 18 and indicate
that teachers in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M = 8.60) had
lower perception of their school academic performance than teachers in schools with one
HOS (M = 20.20). Teachers who worked under four or more HOS in the past five years
(M = 8.60) also indicated lower perception of academic performance than teachers who
worked in schools with two HOS (M = 15.78). The effect size for these significant effects
was 3.642, 2.254 respectively, indicating that these groups differed by more than 3 and 2
standard deviations respectively. The post hoc results also indicated significant difference
between academic performance means as indicated by teachers in schools with three
HOS in the past five years (M = 13.80) and one HOS in the past five years (M = 20.20).
The effect size for this significant effect was 2.009 indicating a difference of more than 2
standard deviations between these two groups. Significant difference was also found
between teachers in schools with two HOS (M=15.78) and teachers in schools with one
HOS (20.20). The effect size for this significant effect was 1.388, indicating that these
groups differed by more than one standard deviation.
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Table 18
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived Academic Performance
Leadership Change

M

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

20.20

Two Heads of School

15.78

4.090*

Three Heads of School

13.80

5.649*

1.558

8.60

9.126*

5.035*

Four or more Heads of School

3

3.477

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81
ANOVA for Growth Climate. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was
used to examine the question of whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United
States have a different perception of school’s growth climate (as indicated by questions
26-30 on the Teachers’ Perspective of School Climate Questionnaire) after being
employed in schools with different numbers of Heads of School (HOS) during the past
five years. The independent variable represented the different numbers of HOS the
sampled schools had, which is divided to four groups: (1) Schools that had only one
HOS in the past five years; (2) Schools that had two HOS in the past five years; (3)
Schools that had three HOS in the past five years; and (4) Schools that had four or more
HOS in the past five years.
The dependent variable represents climate that is reflected by the way school
enables people to grow professionally and advance their teaching knowledge, strategies
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and the overall achievements of the school (growth climate). See Table 19 for the means
and standard deviations for each of the four groups.

Table 19
Means and Standard Deviations of Growth Climate
Head of School Personnel Change

M

SD

N

One Head of School from 2006-2011

20.25

1.952

5

Two Heads of School from 2006-2011

15.70

3.484

27

Three Heads of School from 2006-2011

12.00

1.000

5

8.00

1.414

5

Four or more Heads of School from 2006-2011

The test for homogeneity of variance was significant (Levene’s (3, 38) = 3.034; p
< .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA was not
met, thus the Welch ANOVA was used to test this hypothesis. The Welch test for
equality of means was significant (Welch’s (3, 11.287) = 45.415; p < .05) indicating that
there were significant differences between the four groups in their growth climate
perception.
The measure of association (ω2 = .522) indicated that approximately 52% of the
variation in teachers’ perception of growth climate attributable to differences between the
four groups of schools with different numbers of HOS in the past five years.
Post hoc comparisons using Tukey/Kramer Method were used to determine which
pairs of the four group means differed. These results are given in Table 20 and indicate
that teachers who worked in schools with four or more HOS in the past five years (M =
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8.00) had lower perception of their school growth climate than teachers who worked in
schools with one HOS in the past five years (M = 20.25) and lower perception of their
school growth climate than teachers who worked in schools with two HOS in the past
five years (M = 15.70). The effect size for these significant effects was 4.078 and 2.563
indicating that these two groups differed by more than 4 and 2.5 standard deviations
respectively. Additional post hoc results indicated significant difference between growth
climate means as indicated by teachers who under three HOS in the past five years (M =
12.00) and teachers under only one HOS in the past five years (M = 20.25). The effect
size for this significant effect was 2.746 indicating that these two groups differed by more
than 2.5 standard deviations.

Table 20
Tukey/Kramer Post Hoc Results of Perceived Growth Climate by Teachers
Leadership Change

M

Pairwise Q Values
1

2

One Head of School

20.25

Two Heads of School

15.70

3.333

Three Heads of School

12.00

6.422*

3.085

8.00

10.217*

6.881*

Four or more Heads of School

3

3.790

* p < .05; Q.05; 4, 38 ≈ 3.81

ANOVA to Examine Hypothesis 3
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the question of
whether teachers in Jewish day schools in the United States have a different perception of
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school climate (as indicated by a school climate score) after being employed in schools
with different average number of academic personnel leaders (principals and directors of
religious studies) during the past five years. The independent variable represented the
number of changes in academic personnel (principals, directors of religious studies) with
two groups represented: (1) Teachers who worked in schools which had an average of
equal or less than two principals and directors of religious studies personnel in the recent
five years; (2) Teachers who worked in schools which had an average of more than two
principals and directors of religious studies personnel in the recent five years. The
dependent variable represents the total climate score for all the six subsets as was
perceived by the teachers. See Table 21 for the means and standard deviations for each of
the four groups.

Table 21
Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Climate
Academic Leadership Personnel Change

M

SD

N

Average of two or less academic leaders

97.732

18.014

28

82.173

20.646

13

from 2006-2011
Average of more than two academic leaders
from 2006-2011

The test for homogeneity of variance was not significant (Levene’s (1, 39) =
0.253; p > .05) indicating that this assumption underlying the application of ANOVA
was met. The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of school climate revealed a
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statistically significant main effect (F (1, 39) = 6.040; p < .05) indicating that the two
groups of schools did not indicate the same teachers’ perception of climate. The measure
of association (ω2 = .1094) indicated that approximately 11% of the variation in teachers’
perception of climate score attributable to differences between the two groups of schools
with different number of academic leadership personnel (low and high) in the past five
years.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Implications and Recommendations
This chapter provides a review of the purpose and the methodology of the study
as well as a summary of the researcher’s findings and conclusions. The chapter concludes
with the practical implications of the findings and recommendations for future research.
Review of Purpose of Research
The purpose of the study was to understand the relationship between the number
of changes in leadership personnel in independent Jewish day schools between 2006 and
2011, and how teachers perceive their school climate. This research focused on the
number of changes in leadership personnel which includes the Head of School position as
well as the number of changes in the principal’s position and the religious studies
director’s position in independent Jewish day schools. This research produced new
information about the current leadership personnel trends in Jewish day schools and
found answers that can enlighten the way that Jewish day schools, independent schools
and schools in general are operating in the human resource decision making process,
specifically with regard to leadership personnel.
The following research questions guided the study and the answers to these
questions will be discussed in this chapter:
1. How often did leadership personnel changes occur in Jewish day schools in
America between the years of 2006-2011?
2. What are the teachers’ perceptions of their school climate?
3. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
Head of School leadership change?
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4. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate in
each of the six categories (subsets) and Head of School leadership change?
5. What is the relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
personnel change in the school academic leadership team (principals, directors of
Jewish studies)?
Methodology Review
This primary goal of this research and the additional secondary goals were
achieved by the examination of the hypotheses and questions through quantitative based
research and statistical procedures.
The Null Hypotheses. To understand the current trends in leadership personnel
change in Jewish day school and the relationship of these personnel changes to school
climate as perceived by teachers, and to answer the guiding questions of this research, the
following hypotheses were tested in this study:
H1: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated high numbers of heads of school changes and schools that indicated low
numbers of heads of school changes in their teachers’ climate perception (as indicated by
their climate score). when  represents the mean for the four groups of
the teachers, those who work in schools who had one, two, three or four and more heads
of school between the years of 2006-2011 respectively.)
H2: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated high numbers of heads of school changes and schools that indicated low
numbers of heads of school changes in their teachers’ perception of each of the six
categories (as indicated by the category’s climate score). he hypothesis 
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is examined six times for the dependent variables personal relationship,
resourcefulness, professional collaboration, management, academic performance, and
growth climate, when  represents the mean for the four groups of the teachers, those
who work in schools who had one, two, three or four and more heads of school between
the years of 2006-2011 respectively.
H3: There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools
that indicated a high number of principals and religious studies directors change and
schools that indicated low number of principals and religious studies directors change in
their teachers’ climate perception (as indicated by their climate score). when
 represents the mean for the two groups of the teachers, those who work in schools who
had average of equal or less than two leaders and schools who had average of more than
two leaders in the positions of principals and religious studies directors between the
2006-2011 years.)
Summary of Procedures. A non-experimental quantitative research study was
conducted which describes the personnel change in Jewish day schools, the participants,
their traits, scores, and other characteristics such as perceptions of climate as indicated by
the questionnaire. This study also described the climate in Jewish day schools as
perceived by teachers in these schools in relation to leadership personnel change in their
schools based on changes that occurred in the years 2006-2011.
A Likert-type scale based questionnaire (“The Teachers' Perspective of School
Climate Questionnaire”, Appendix A) was used to collect the essential data for this
research. This questionnaire was developed by the researcher for an earlier study (Knafo,
2012) and was based on four instruments that were grounded in many years of research.
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The questionnaire included six subsets which indicated traits of school climate.
The six subsets reflected on personal relationships, resourcefulness, professional
collaboration, management, academic performance, and growth climate. Each subset
included five questions that indicated the traits for each category; each question
encompassed an answer with five choices ranging from “Not at all,” to “To a little
extent,” to “To some extent,” to “To a great extent,” and to “To a very great extent.”
These answers were scored numerically (1-5 respectively). The total score for each subset
(5-25 points) and the total climate perceived by teachers (30-150 points), together with
the collected data about the number of personnel changes in the investigated schools
(questions 31-36) were inserted to an IBM SPSS PASW software program (IBM
Inc.,2011) to conduct the statistical procedures for this research.
The coefficient alpha, developed by Cronbach, was used to estimate the internal
consistency reliability of the multiple indicators of climate in this questionnaire as well as
the reliability of the questionnaire scale. The Cronbach Alpha was used in the earlier
study by Knafo (2012) and in this current study, and the results showed that all categories
indicated test reliability larger than 0.7 (Cronbach Alpha > .7) with even higher
consistency in this current research, with reliability over 0.9 in all six categories of
climate (Cronbach Alpha> .9). Both studies exhibited high levels of internal consistency
for the scale of the total climate score and supported the use of this instrument.
The data included independent and dependent variables that were used to
investigate this research’s questions and hypotheses. The independent variable
represented the number of personnel changes in the Head of School’s position with four
groups of one, two, three, and four or more heads of school in the last five years (for the
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first hypothesis and second hypothesis). Another independent variable was the mean of
the number of changes in academic personnel (principals, directors of religious studies)
with two groups (low and high turnover numbers).The dependent variables were the total
climate score as perceived by teachers (for the first and the third hypotheses), and the
categorical climate score (for the second hypothesis).
One-way Analysis of Variance was used to examine the first hypothesis and to
answer the question whether teachers in Jewish day schools had a different perception of
school climate after being employed in schools with different numbers of heads of school
(HOS) in the past five years. Following this, six ANOVAs (One-way Analysis of
Variance) were used to examine the second hypothesis and to answer the question
whether teachers in Jewish day schools had a different perception of school climate for
each of the six categories (personal relationship, resourcefulness, professional
collaboration, management, academic performance, and growth climate). The last
ANOVA was used to examine the third hypothesis and to answer the question if a
relationship existed between the number of changes in leadership personnel in academic
administration (principals and religious directors) and the teachers’ perception of school
climate (as indicated by the total school climate score).
Tests for homogeneity of variances, robust tests of equality of means (Welch test),
post hoc comparisons using Tukey procedures, measure of association, Cohen’s Effect
Size, and other inferential and descriptive statistics were used to analyze and report the
findings of this research.
Two hundred Jewish day school teachers were invited to participate in this study.
The teachers were listed in the directories of 50 schools that were randomly selected from
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websites of the three major Jewish day school networks (Pardes, Ravsak and Schechter
Network). These schools were located in the West, Northwest, Southwest, Midwest,
Northeast, Southeast, and the South of the United States. Three to seven teachers from
each school were then randomly selected from the faculty directory that appeared on the
school’s website, and 200 teachers received an invitation with an introductory email that
included a link to the questionnaire.
Summary of Findings
Survey Response Rates. The survey was open for 10 days, and the subjects
received one reminder during that time. A total of 45 teachers (22.5%) completed the
survey which concluded the first stage of data collection. Most of the responses came
within 48 hours of the survey launch, and again, after the reminder which came 5 days
after the survey was launched.
According to Custom Insight, a company that designs and analyzes surveys,
response rates vary widely for different types of surveys. Customer satisfaction surveys
and market research surveys often have response rates in the 10% - 30% range and
employee surveys typically have a response rate of 25% - 60% (Custom Insight, n.d.).
According to People Pulse, a market sector company, the average combined response
rates for all survey types is 26% (with incentives and follow ups). Survey specialists
claim that a large invitation pool is associated with lower response rates (Hamilton, 2003;
People Pulse, n.d.). According to these stated response rates, the Teachers’ Climate
Questionnaire response rates (22.5%) are in the median response rate range. Moreover,
survey response rates that are in the normal rates range help to ensure that the survey
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results are representative of the population and help to produce accurate and useful
research results (University of Texas, 2011).
Research Question 1. The first research question asked: How often did
leadership personnel changes occur in Jewish day schools in America between the years
of 2006-2011? The descriptive statistics results reveal that the mean for the number of
changes in heads of school in Jewish day schools between the years 2006-2011 is 2.24
with the standard deviation of 0.821, indicating that over the course of five years Jewish
day schools experienced changes of Head of School (HOS) personnel more than once on
average.
A deeper look into the data reveals that less than 12% of the responding teachers
worked under one head of school during the five years. More than 64% of the responding
teachers experienced one change in the Head of School position, and indicated that their
schools worked with two HOS over the five years. More than 11% of the responding
teachers had three HOS during the five years, and more than 11% of the responding
teachers had four or more HOS in the past five years, indicating that Jewish day schools
across the country experience high turnover rates in their top administrative position.
High turnover rates among school leaders have been identified in recent years.
Weinstein, Jacobowitz, Ely, Landon, and Schwartz (2009) researched the principal
turnover in new schools in New York City and found that over ten years of new schools
existence, 48% of the schools had one change and 36% experienced two or more changes
of principals. They also found that the average tenure for principals is 3.4 years and
consistently less than 4.7 years during their study period.
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Burkhauser, Gates, and Hamilton (2012) investigated turnovers of first year
principals in public schools across the United States and found that over one-fifth of new
principals left within two years. Those placed primarily in schools that failed to meet the
sufficient yearly progress requirements are more likely to leave again. This research
indicated that out of 519 first-year principals in the studied public schools in the 2007–
2008 school year, 61 principals (11.8 %) left their school within the first year, and an
additional 56 principals (10.7 %) left their school within the second year (Burkhauser et
al., 2012).
These results echo the early research done by Elmaleh (1988), Schick (2007) and
the more recent Knafo’s research (Knafo, 2012) which portrays the current instability in
Jewish day schools. Schick’s survey (2007) specifically reveals that half of the subjects
believed that there is more movement of personnel in Jewish schools with no appreciable
change.
Schick (2007) tried to attribute this turnover phenomenon to the lack of training
that HOS receive prior to assuming this position and to the complexity of this executive
style position, that demands knowledge in education, maintenance, faculty management,
board management, and more (Schick, 2007). Similar arguments can be found in McNeil
(2008) who sees today’s private sector leaders as ones who have to navigate a complex
political minefield which is becoming more difficult.
The economic recession since early 2008 had its mark on this trend as well. Since
the state of the economy has reduced the endowment income and private donations to
private schools, and since raising tuition affected enrollment, independent schools
experienced economic difficulties (Shane, 2010). According to CBSNews (2009) this
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trend has been fairly consistent, and for the last 40 years, private school enrollment has
dropped following recessions, causing a loss in students, revenues, endowments, and
donations. It is likely, that one of the effects of the faltering economy was high leadership
turnover rates, especially in Jewish day schools, as schools faced financial instability and
sought to proceed with new directions in management. As an administrator in the Jewish
school system for the last seven years, it is clear that financial factors have the greatest
impact on this increasing turnover phenomenon.
The findings about the turnover rates among the academic leadership personnel
revealed similar trends of high turnover among midlevel leadership in Jewish day
schools. More than 31% of the responding teachers indicated high turnover rates among
academic leadership (average of two or more personnel among principals and directors of
religious studies). More than 68% of the responding teachers indicated low turnover rates
among academic leadership, making the academic leader in Jewish day schools a slightly
more stable position than the Head of School position, yet, still continuing to show the
signs of longevity instability that characterizes Jewish day schools at all levels of
leadership personnel. More thorough investigation of academic leadership personnel
change in Jewish day schools shows that most of the responding teachers indicated
average of 1.66-2.33 turnovers in academic leadership. Less than 8% of the responding
teachers had an average of one change of academic leadership in the past five years and
more than 12% of the responding teachers had a startling high average of three or more
academic leaders in the past five years.
As discussed in the literature review of this paper, this trend of high leadership
turnover is perhaps the most unsettling kind of instability in organizational life because
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partisanship and unhealthy competition can emerge, morale may suffer, and productivity
of schools declines (Natkin et al., 2002). Consistency and stability of principal actions is
a necessary principle for effective school operation and successful principalship (Bryk,
Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010). School climate, teacher climate,
principal leadership, teacher influence, feeling respected, and teacher interactions can be
affected by these changes, and as a result, can have a negative effect on school
performance (Guin, 2004; Seashore et al., 2010).
The ramifications of these turnover rates are not exclusive to the climate within
the schools. Signs of instability are shown also among the three major associations of
Jewish day schools in the U.S., and the effects of declining climate and constant change
trickle down to the entire field of Jewish education. According to Zeveloff (2012), the
struggling Schechter Day School Network, an educational pillar of Conservative Judaism,
scuffles with shrinking enrollment and shuttered schools. According to Schick (as cited in
Zeveloff, 2012) Schechter Network has lost around a third of its schools since 1993.
While many of the schools have closed outright, several have switched their affiliation
and dropped their ties to the Conservative movement. Combined enrollment is also down
over one third less, from 17,563 in 1993 to 11,338 students today. In the 2011 school year
alone, Schechter has lost two schools. In St. Louis, the Solomon Schechter Day School
merged with a Reform elementary school and dropped its affiliation with the Schechter
Network, and in June, after 40 years in operation, the Reuben Gittelman Hebrew Day
School in New City, N.Y. was shut down due to plummeting enrollment. The Schechter
Network is currently going through a strategic planning process that involves
controversial major changes (Zeveloff, 2012).
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As this research aims to investigate the ramifications of leadership change within
schools, and specifically to find the relationship between these turnover rates and school
climate as perceived by the teachers, this discussion benefits from a better understanding
about the global ramifications of the instability of Jewish day schools. The next question
in this research study focuses on perceived climate within schools.
Research Question 2. The second research question asked: What are the
teachers’ perceptions of their school climate? The descriptive statistics results reveal that
the mean for the teachers’ perception of school climate in Jewish day school between the
years 2006-2011 is 93.63 with the standard deviation of 20.50. These results indicate that
approximately two thirds of the teachers had a climate score of 73 to 114. An in-depth
look into the data reveals that the lowest climate score was 47 (when the minimum score
is 30 points) and the highest climate score was 128 (out of 150 maximum points), with a
normal distribution of the subjects’ climate scores.
In order to understand these findings in the context of other research on school
climate, the researcher sought out similar research that investigated school climate as
perceived by teachers. Traditionally, independent school leaders have been more attuned
to the nature of their school communities but not by actually measuring, analyzing, and
evaluating school climate (Cohen, 2007). The responsibilities of the independent school
leader are many, primarily because of the multiple administrative responsibilities in a
private school (Council & Cooper, 2011). Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, and Gundlach
(2003) explain that unlike public schools, principals in private independent schools are
engaged with the complex problems such as the difficulties of attracting and keeping
students at their schools. Recruitment requires more than simply developing marketing
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plans or distributing brochures. Recruitment means looking thoroughly at the school’s
academic programs, teachers and facilities, and maintaining their alignment with the
school’s mission and vision in both practice and presentation (Portin et al., 2003). As
marketing forces the leaders to know what the school is about, it is clear why independent
school leaders are traditionally more attuned to the nature of their schools as was claimed
by Cohen (2007). Being familiar with the feelings of school employees and with the
climate at school may be one of the reasons that climate surveys and specifically
teachers’ perception of school climate in independent school are not common.
Reputation of independent schools may also be at stake if negative organizational
information is revealed. Organizations who seek to manage the quality of their reputation
will constantly monitor their policies to avoid reputation damage and ensure that they
look for opportunities for positive news (Bradley & Honey, 2007). Although reputation is
an intangible concept, research shows that a good reputation can increase organizational
worth and can sustain a competitive advantage (Harrison, n.d.). A business can achieve
its objectives more easily if it has a good reputation among its stakeholders, customers,
leaders, suppliers, and current and potential employees (Harrison, n.d.). Given the reality
of a competitive market among independent schools and the recent economic effect on
these schools (CBS News, 2009), reputation can be the advantage that can retain and
attract customers (Willcock, 2010) which can be crucial to independent schools today.
A recent survey done by the State of Colorado (for Colorado Springs District 11)
found that more than 66% of the teachers perceived their school climate as positive. In
regard to personal relationships, school climate was fairly high (fluctuating between
66%-75% on a variety of relationship topics such as trust, respect, and cooperation
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among faculty members). With regard to climate, as indicated by management and
administration at the school district, the school climate was reported as positive by 75%90% of staff. Staff perceived the leaders as visible, accessible to staff, valuing their
opinions, communicating effectively, and seeking input about school policies, with staff
citing an overall 82% of satisfaction with their principals (Colorado Spring District 11,
2011).
In California, state wide school climate surveys indicated 70% to 80% of teachers
agreed or strongly agreed that climate traits such as resourcefulness, collegiality among
staff, and professional collaboration were positive in their respective schools. Yet,
professional development (which is parallel to growth climate as described in this paper)
received approximately 50% approval rates and the academic performance received
around 30% approval rates (WestEd, 2010). Comparing these findings from California
and Colorado to those in Jewish day schools, it is clear that the school climate as
indicated by teachers in Jewish day schools is lower in various aspects of climate and
should raise a concern among leadership of Jewish day schools.
Organizational climate influences the behavior of its members, their morale, and
their job satisfaction (Hoy et al., as cited in Smith, 2009). Teachers seek a workplace that
encourages a trusting and healthy environment between co-workers (Smith, 2009) but
experiencing rapid changes destabilizes the environment. Educators thrive when they
feel that their efforts are positively affecting students and in return, students and
communities flourish when qualified teachers and principals feel positive (Price, 2012).
Although it is difficult to be certain about the exact factors accounting for this low
climate perception of teachers in Jewish day schools, there are subtle signs that the high
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turnovers of leadership personnel may have been a contributing factor to these feelings,
and as stated by Evans (1996), these changes frequently make people anxious, fearful of
the unknown, and exposed to destabilization.
Research Question 3. The third research question asked: What is the relationship
between teachers’ perception of their school climate and Head of School leadership
change? The null hypothesis to evaluate this research question was as follows: There is
no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools that indicated a high
number of heads of school changes and schools that indicated a low number of heads of
school changes in their teachers’ perception of climate (as indicated by their climate
score). As presented in Chapter 4, The One-way ANOVA of teachers’ perception of
school climate revealed a statistically significant main effect (F (3, 38) = 9.914; p < .05)
indicating that not all four groups of schools indicated the same teachers’ perception of
climate; therefore, the null hypothesis for the third research question was rejected. The
measure of association (ω2 = .389) indicated that approximately 39% of the variation in
teachers’ perception of climate score was attributable to differences between the four
groups of schools with different numbers of HOS. This supports the findings that the
strength and magnitude of the relationship between heads of school turnover and
teachers’ climate score are high.
A thorough look into these findings supports the research assumption that there is
a significant relationship between changes of heads of schools in Jewish day schools and
teachers’ perception of the school climate. Teachers who worked in schools who had only
one head of school in the recent five years had the highest climate score mean (M =
115.8), followed by teachers who worked in schools who had two, three, or four or more
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heads of school in the recent five years (M = 97.139, M = 80.600, M = 65.600,
respectively). The interesting fact was that while group 4 (four or more heads) and group
three (three heads of school) differ significantly in their climate score from group 1 (one
head of school), group 2 (two heads of school) did not differ significantly from group 1
(one head of school), and group 3 (three heads of school) did not differ significantly from
group 2 (two heads of school). Two heads of school can be interpreted as an acceptable
leadership change rate, especially when the economy experiences difficulties and private
schools struggle on many fronts. In this case, one change could have been perceived as a
needed step to boost enrollment, improve academics, refresh ideas, and change the school
for the better. In fact, more than 64% of the responding teachers experienced one change
(two heads) which alludes to a common trend among Jewish schools. Yet, when the
change was more frequent (three, four, or more heads in five years,) the climate score
means differed significantly, as teachers felt that their environment experiences
leadership shake up and instability.
In Jewish schools which are nonprofit organizations, the board of directors holds
the responsibility for hiring and supporting the organization’s chief executive officer.
Often, nonprofit boards respond to an executive director transition with a rush to find
someone to hold the reigns of the organization, and this rapid reactive approach
frequently leads to poor hiring decisions (Crocker, 2004). When this process is well
planned, the transition is smooth, but when this process is not planned well, there is a
dramatic increase in following turnovers (Crocker, 2004). This may explain why after
one turnover, the climate score was lower but not significantly. However, after two
turnovers, it becomes clearer to the organization’s employees that something went wrong
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in the process of finding a new leader and the uncertainty affects their perception of
climate more significantly. As the challenges of change, which confront both the business
and nonprofit worlds, are growing steadily, leadership changes become time-consuming
and require a high level of energy and enthusiasm from the board of directors and staff
(Hinden, 2003). The advance planning can help reduce the emotional turbulence that
often accompany these transitions, avoid further turnovers and elevate the perception of
the organizational health.
Branching out to the business world, it seems that high turnover among leadership
is an existing phenomenon also in corporate America. U.S. companies were hiring new
chief executive officers in 2011 at the quickest pace since 2005 as directors sought
growth after putting off management changes while riding out the recession (Black,
2011). Turnover was running at a 13% rate in 2011 after a 15-year low of 10 percent in
2010, according to a study of 669 large companies from the Fortune 500 and Standard &
Poor's 500 (Black, 2011). Liberum Research (as cited in Black, 2011) identifies 927 chief
executive officers (CEO) changes in the first half of 2011, compared with 1,335 for all of
2010. Companies like Apple, Costco, Wendy’s, Hewlett-Packard, and Google have all
brought in new leaders in 2011 (Black, 2011). Just as in the education world, these
changes may have a negative effect on the operation and the climate in these companies.
According to Chief Executive (2011), companies usually retain executives in difficult
economic times as a change in CEOs would most likely add unnecessary stress to an
already unstable corporate environment, unless the company is ready to start with a new
direction.
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The political pressure, the economic slowdown, and the immediate educational
results that are required by school constituencies and elected leaders are a few of the
factors that proliferate these rapid leadership changes (Adams, 2002; McNeil, 2008;
Schick, 2007), and the results of these turnovers in the educational arena are visible in
academics, growth, and stability of schools (Fink & Brayman ,2006, as cited in Seashore
et al., 2010; McMillan, 2008) as well as in the perception of school climate as revealed in
this research.
Research Question 4. The fourth research question asked: What is the
relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and Head of School
leadership change? The null hypothesis to evaluate this research question was as follows:
There is no statistical difference at the .05 level between teachers in schools that
indicated a high number of heads of school changes and schools that indicated a low
number of heads of school changes in their teachers’ perception of each of the six
categories (as indicated by the category’s climate score).This hypothesis was tested for
each of the six climate categories (total of six times) and the results were as follows:
Personal Relationship. As presented in Chapter 4, the One-way ANOVA of
teachers’ perception of personal relationship did not reveal a statistically significant main
effect (F (3, 38) = 2.164; p > .05). Although the differences in the personal relationship
scores among the four groups of teachers (those who worked under one, two, three or
four or more HOS in the last five years) were not statistically significant, it is to be
noticed that the four groups did differ in their mean scores as the possible range of scores
was 5-25 (with mid-point at 15), yet, the treatment that was used (various groups) did not
significantly affect teachers’ perception of their school personal relationship; therefore,
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the null hypothesis for this research question was not rejected. The measure of
association (ω2 = .077) indicated that approximately 8% of the variation in teachers’
perception of personal relationship was attributable to differences between the four
groups of schools with different numbers of HOS in the past five years.
The correlation of personal relationship among teachers and staff in schools and
school climate and leadership is regarded as high in many research studies. Roby (2011)
sees the strengthening of relationships in schools and resolving conflicts among faculty,
leadership, and central offices as important factors for the success of schools. Price
(2012) explains that the relationship between teachers and principals is strongly
associated with positive school climate qualities. According to Price, individual
relationships are rooted in trust and are strongly linked to a positive climate, job
satisfaction, and cohesion (Price, 2012). For individuals in the organization, healthy
relationships increase personal health, happiness, and job devotion and this spills over to
improve the organizational work climate and work quality (Brief & Weiss, as cited in
Price, 2012). Teachers and their perceptions of relationships are important factors of
school climate and the organizational climate of schools represents the perception of
these relationships (Hoy & Sabo, as cited in Smith, 2009).
Although the common thought is that personal relationship has a significant effect
on school climate, Price (2012) claims that relationships among staff members are only
one aspect influencing school climate and other relationships such as between staff and
students and between staff and parents come into play when school climate is diagnosed.
While literature attributes relatively high importance to the magnitude of personal
relationship effect on school climate and school operation, this research focused on the
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link between personal relationship and changes of heads of schools in Jewish day schools
and found personal relationship to be weakly associated (ω2 = .077) with these changes
(for the mean climate scores of the four groups of teachers who worked in schools with
one, two, three, and four or more heads of school in the past five years). It is possible, as
was mentioned by Price (2012), that other factors received more important consideration
in relation to these personnel changes. It is also clear that based on these research results,
relationships among the staff are not as significantly related to changes in heads of school
as other categories are.
Resourcefulness. As presented in Chapter 4, the One-way ANOVA of teachers’
perception of resourcefulness revealed a statistically significant main effect (F (3, 38) =
4.885; p < .05) indicating that not all four groups of schools showed the same teachers’
perception of personal relationship, therefore, the null hypothesis for this research
question was rejected. The measure of association (ω2 = .2172) indicated that
approximately 22% of the variation in teachers’ perception of resourcefulness was
attributable to differences between the four groups of schools with different numbers of
HOS in the past five years.
The category of resourcefulness was indicated by the resourceful solutions that a
school provided for the strategic and effective support to teachers in their academic and
routine work. The effectiveness of faculty meetings, the useful knowledge that schools
provided, and the consistency and practicality of the school policies were the foundation
to this aspect of school climate. This aspect of school climate was significantly related to
changes in head of school personnel with approximately 22% association measured.
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Changes in heads of school could possibly affect the perception teachers have regarding
the resourcefulness of their schools.
The academic literature supports these findings that changes of leadership
personnel are significantly associated with perception of resourcefulness in schools.
Weinstein et al. (2009) find that fluctuations in staffing threaten to disrupt the
implementation of schools’ instructional programs. Leadership transitions can interrupt
the instructional aspects of school and harm the process of organizational development
(Weinstein et al., 2009). Burkhauser et al. (2012) explain that effective schools tend to
have principals who formulate and articulate clear school goals and build support for
those goals, and this smooth operation of the school is impaired when the emerging
environment is inconsistent. “Clear and consistent school rules and policies tend to
improve the general disciplinary climate in the school and contribute to improved staff
and student morale” (Hallinger & Heck, as cited in Burkhauser et al., 2012).
In light of the results of this research that teachers’ perception of resourcefulness
is significantly related to heads of school turnover, it is possible that the frequent changes
in the chief position negatively affect the support and guidance system that the school
provides. Weinstein et al. (2009) found that during times of transition, organizational
support systems were informal, arising out of previous relationships and the insight of the
new principal. According to Weinstein et al. (2009), transitions are accompanied by
confusion that confronts new principals, and though support systems might look like
those of the past, they are more sporadic. What was interesting in the results of the
research that was conducted by Weinstein et al. (2009) is that only one of the four
principals they examined had a smooth transition. This principal was serving as an
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assistant principal in the school, was appointed interim-acting principal for the remainder
of the school year, and then was promoted to principal and had the summer to prepare,
while the other transitions were anything but conventional. This literature can help
explain the relationship that was found between the HOS turnover rates and the teachers’
perception of resourcefulness in their schools.
Professional Collaboration. As presented in Chapter 4, the One-way ANOVA of
teachers’ perception of professional collaboration revealed a statistically significant main
effect (F (3, 38) = 3.746; p < .05) indicating that not all four groups of schools indicated
the same teachers’ perception of professional collaboration; therefore, the null hypothesis
for this research question was rejected. The measure of association (ω2 = .164) indicated
that approximately 16% of the variation in teachers’ perception of professional
collaboration was attributable to differences between the four groups of schools with
different numbers of HOS in the past five years.
Professional collaboration is an important part of school functioning, and the
perception of teachers regarding their opportunities to collaborate with peers and develop
professional relationships with their coworkers is an essential contributor to the overall
perception of school climate. Karp (2009) relates teachers’ collaboration to school
leadership and claims that teachers tend to stay in schools where principals allow them to
collaborate and develop partnership as they work with other teachers. Principals and
school heads are the frontline in developing a culture of collaborative faculty.
Montiel-Overall (2005) explains that the two most important enablers that affect
collaboration in schools are time and the school principal. The key to a successful
collaboration is the principal who supports and motivates teachers to work
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collaboratively. According to Montiel-Overall (2005), the principal does not necessarily
have to be present or involved in every aspect of collaboration, and in fact, collaboration
is often more fruitful without the direct involvement of the principal. Facilitating
collaborative activities such as shared thinking, shared planning, and shared creation of
instructional materials are the core of an effective principalship which can lead to
effective teaching practice at the school (Montiel-Overall, 2005).
The resulting professionalism of this collaboration can influence teachers’
commitment and increase satisfaction and cohesion among faculty members (Smith,
2009). As schools face personnel changes, the human side of change becomes even more
important. Teachers must focus on the needs of their students, and a collaborative process
enables those teachers to address specific and unique issues that are central to the needs
of their individual schools (Murphy, 2009). Strong collegial relationships can also
enhance teachers’ instructional strategies as colleagues share ideas, share their successes,
solve together challenging problems, and foster growth (Doll, 2010).
According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (as cited in Smith, 2009) high degrees
of trust among organization members increases communication and promotes a high level
of disclosure. In this emerging environment, people are more willing to share thoughts,
feelings, and ideas, and as a result, they exchange information, diagnose situations, and
correct problems before they multiply. Bryk et al. (2009) also found that schools with
high levels of trust were associated with high levels of loyalty and commitment among its
school members. Smith (2009) found that the combined influence of collegial leadership,
teacher professionalism, academic press, and institutional vulnerability on teachers’
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commitment is generally high (R = .84; p < .01) as teachers’ professionalism was a
prime predictor of commitment.
As collaboration brings people to work closely with one another and increase
professionalism and cohesion among faculty members, it is logical to see the results of
this ANOVA which point to a significant relationship between the teachers’ perception of
climate as reflected by professional collaboration and the change of heads of schools in
Jewish day schools. Frequent changes can possibly reduce a school’s support for
scheduling, time allocation, and materials that are needed for staff collaboration, and
when a new head of school arrives, these needs may not be his or her top priority.
Although significant differences were found only between teachers who worked under
one head of school and teachers who worked under four or more heads of school in the
last five years, it is unequivocal that the four different groups of teachers lined up in a
declining order. Teachers who worked under fewer heads of school in the past five years
indicated patterns of higher perception of professional collaboration.
Management. As presented in Chapter 4, the violation of the assumption of
homogeneity of variances led to the determination whether there were significant
differences between the four groups by using a robust test of equality of means. The
Welch test for equality of means was insignificant (Welch’s (3, 10.809) = 44.304; p <
.05) indicating that there were significant differences between the four groups in their
management perception; therefore, the null hypothesis for this research question was
rejected. The measure of association (ω2 = .4217) indicated that approximately 42% of
the variation in teachers’ perception of management was attributable to differences
between the four groups of schools with different numbers of heads of school (HOS) in
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the past five years. This measure of association (42%) was one of the highest among the
six categories of school climate, indicating that the perception of management was
significantly related to changes of HOS. Teachers’ perceptions of the way their school
management planned and performed effectively, solved problems, resolved conflicts and
problems successfully, responded attentively to individual needs and excited others, was
very different among the four groups of teachers. Significant relationships were found
between teachers who worked under one HOS and teachers who worked under three
HOS (d = 2.285), between teachers who worked under one HOS and teachers who
worked under four HOS (d = 3.460), as well as between teachers who worked under two
HOS and teachers who worked under four or more HOS (d = 2.023). It is possible that
each change of head of school during the last five years affected the teachers and their
feelings about their management effectiveness declined respectively. It seems that
teachers and faculties were sensitive to these changes and literature supports these
findings by attributing much importance to the role of leadership and management in
teachers’ daily work and satisfaction.
Rowland (2008) found that four out of five leadership practices correlate most
strongly with teacher morale. The common trait among these four leadership practices
was that the school management enabled teachers to act efficiently. The question of how
strongly teacher morale and principal leadership practices correlated is answered by a
significant positive correlation between the measures of principal leadership and teacher
morale (Rowland, 2008).
Principals and school heads touch the lives of teachers on a daily basis. Rafferty’s
research focused on teachers' perceptions of the extent to which principals made it easy
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for them to perform at their best and the way the communication with their principal was
open and trustworthy. Rafferty found that teachers who worked in schools that believed
in open communication between principals and teachers indicated a better positive
climate than those who worked in schools which did not support open and frequent
communication between teachers and principals (Rafferty, 2003). Principals’ influence
on teachers’ perceptions and their daily work includes but is not limited to open lines of
communication. Bryk et al. (2010) characterize principals as drivers of change, as they
can establish a trusting school environment for parents, teachers, students, and
community. The trust and collaboration around unified school goals is central to the
school’s effectiveness and can improve a school’s ideas and plans (Bryk et al., 2010).
Price (2012) echoed this powerful attribute of principals and claims that principals can
establish trusting school spaces and as a result, serious school improvement and success
can occur (Price, 2012).
Principals have the power to shape the culture in positive ways through taking
responsibility and shaping classroom improvements (Louis & Wahlstrom, 2011).
Principals affect academics in schools and influence school achievement through the
development of well-qualified teams of teachers as well as programs and standards
(Fuller et al., 2011). The principal sets the tone of the school and develops a distinct
educational climate by offering organizational incentives and inducements; as a result,
the behavior of the principal influences the relative commitment of teachers to the school
(Tarter et al., as cited in Smith, 2009). Among these dominant influences of principals on
schools, stands the effect of principals on school climate which is even greater than the
effect on instruction (Price, 2012). With this magnitude of influence by principals and
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school leaders on school performance, school faculty, and specifically on school climate,
it is clear that literature supports the findings of this research that teachers’ perceptions of
school management (one of the three highest measures of association,) were significantly
related to leadership change in the position of head of school in Jewish day schools.
Academic Performance. As presented in Chapter 4, the violation of the
assumption of homogeneity of variances led to the determination that there were
significant differences between the four groups by using a robust test of equality of
means. The Welch test for equality of means was insignificant (Welch’s (3, 11.835) =
58.895; p < .05) indicating that there were significant differences between the four
groups in their academic performance perception. Therefore, the null hypothesis for this
research question was rejected. The measure of association (ω2 = .4373) indicated that
approximately 43% of the variation in teachers’ perception of management was
attributable to differences between the four groups of schools with different number of
HOS in the past five years.
Academic performance in this research is reflected by advanced curriculum,
attractive and innovative programs of study, high standards for academic performance for
all students, skilled teachers and staff, and structured school policies; together, these
comprise the core of academics at school. This research found that the perception of these
traits related significantly to the turnover of heads of school in Jewish day schools.
Significant relationships were found between teachers who worked under one HOS and
teachers who worked under three HOS (d = 2.009) and between teachers who worked
under one HOS and teachers who worked under four HOS (d = 3.642). Significant
relationship was also found between teachers who worked under two HOS and teachers
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who worked under four or more HOS (d = 2.254) and between teachers who worked
under three HOS and teachers who worked under four HOS (d = 1.633).
Studies support these findings that leadership turnover is strongly related to the
academic performance of students and schools. Burkhauser et al. (2012) found that higher
principal turnover can lead to an increase in turnover among teachers which can result in
even more instability within a school and instability among faculty members. This
instability among faculty and staff may be the avenue through which principal turnover
affects student achievement (Burkhauser et al., 2012). In addition to these findings,
overall higher principal turnover has been associated with schools that are low
performing (Burkhauser et al., 2012), which reinforces this research’s findings that
school leaders and school academics are linked.
Previous studies also support the relationship between the perception of school
climate and school academic performance. Teachers' perception of school climate traits
has been found to have a positive relationship with student learning outcomes (Killin &
Williams, as cited in Gold, Rotter, & Holmes, 1999). Weinstein et al. (2009) found that a
transition from founding principal to a second principal may lead to a slight decrease in
student outcomes, specifically in early development. Béteille, Kalogrides, and Loeb
(2012) studied the relationship between principal turnover and school outcomes and
found that principal turnover is, on average, detrimental to school performance as
frequent turnover of school leadership results in lower teacher retention and lower student
achievement gains.
The multiple significant differences that were found in this current research also
indicated that teachers’ perception of academic performance of their schools was highly
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sensitive to the changes of school heads in the four groups (one, two, three, and four or
more HOS). Although literature largely supports these findings by attributing much
importance to the role of principals in setting the standards for academics in schools, it is
somehow surprising to see the magnitude of this association (43.7%), since Heads of
schools in Jewish day schools are more removed from the daily academic management,
leaving this area to the midlevel principals and academic leaders to manage.
The role of midlevel academic leaders in independent schools and Jewish day
schools is similar to the role of department chairs and assistant principals in public
schools as their prime mission revolves around curriculum leadership. They are focused
on successful classrooms and involved in helping to develop, facilitate, and implement
new and different instructional programs and techniques of teaching in schools (Murphy,
1999). Eadie (2009) focuses on the role of private school heads and claims that one of the
most critical responsibilities of private schools heads is the development of their
governing board, as these boards are involved in high-stakes matters such as establishing
a clear vision for the future, setting strategic goals relating to educational achievement,
enrollment, facilities, fund-raising, operating plans and finances. According to Eadie
(2009), only positive working relationships between a strong board and a really boardsavvy head of school can successfully achieve these high-stakes responsibilities.
The desired relationship between governing boards and school heads takes a
substantial amount of time and effort from the school head in private schools. Grace
(2006) claims that as a head of school in a private school in Buffalo, New York, he had to
figure out how to work best with his board and his board chair, solve problems with
faculty, do administrative team building, create a transition plan, develop an appropriate
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evaluation process for his faculty, review and refresh the school’s promotional materials,
study compensation and workload issues, plan for the accreditation process, and learn
legal aspects of the school. Jorgenson (2006) also supports the above arguments and
argues that much of what school leaders in independent schools do on a daily basis
revolves around personnel management and business dimensions of the school.
These tasks are somewhat removed from the daily academic operation of the
school in their nature, and if heads of schools in Jewish day schools are more removed
from the daily academic management, the research findings that teachers’ perception of
academic performance is strongly related to the changes of school heads can be
interpreted as surprising. A possible explanation to these findings could be that many of
the schools are small and the remote academic role that the head of school is supposed to
perform is closer than was presumed. Votey (2002) described his work as a small school
head as more academically oriented because of the expectation from him to be present
and available for all school’s functions. Votey explained that small school heads cannot
delegate the academic and routine responsibilities to division heads, assistant heads,
directors, or deans simply because they do not have such administrators.
It is possible that frequent change and instability trickled down the hierarchy of
the school from the head to other academic leaders who did not achieve their highest
potential because they experienced instability in their environment. Fuller (2012)
explains that rapid turnover of principals can lead to more problems for the school in
terms of greater teacher turnover, greater difficulty in recruiting qualified and effective
faculty, and increased reluctance of staff to invest in reform strategies. When academic
chairs and assistant principals invest less in reforms and initiatives the academic
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performance declines as was reflected in the perceptions of academic performance
reported by teachers. All of these issues ultimately have a negative and long-lasting
impact on the school’s achievement profile.
Another explanation to the research findings that academic performance relates to
the changes in school heads could be that as a perceptional measure, “the buck stops
here” phrase applies also in academic matters and teachers interpreted the departure of
their HOS as an academic dissatisfaction among the other managerial dissatisfactions.
Research and theory has found that principal turnover has direct negative effects on
student academic achievement, and that the strongest impact appears immediately after
turnover occurs (Béteille et al., 2011; Burkhauser et al., 2012). Leuer (2004) claims that
school leaders, more than ever, live in a high accountability era in education as they are
required to make educational decisions that can have a lasting legacy on the school,
faculty and students. This accountability relates to the academic perception as emerges
from the findings of the academic performance perceptions of teachers and the relation of
these to the turnover of school heads in Jewish day schools.
Growth Climate. As presented in Chapter 4, the violation of the assumption of
homogeneity of variances led to the determination that there were significant differences
between the four groups by using a robust test of equality of means.
The Welch test for equality of means was insignificant (Welch’s (3, 11.287) =
45.415; p < .05) indicating that there were significant differences between the four
groups in their management perception. Therefore, the null hypothesis for this research
question was rejected. The measure of association (ω2 = .522) indicated that
approximately 52% of the variation in teachers’ perception of management was
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attributable to differences between the four groups of schools with different numbers of
HOS in the past five years.
Growth climate in this research is reflected by the sense of vision and mission that
is shared by faculty members, by the way school enables employees to grow in different
areas, by the way the school challenges and develops employees, and by the way it sets a
challenging climate and encourages individual growth. This research found that the
perception of these traits related significantly to the turnover in heads of school in Jewish
day schools. Significant relationships were found between teachers who worked under
one HOS and teachers who worked under three HOS (d = 2.746), between teachers who
worked under one HOS and teachers who worked under four HOS (d = 4.078), as well as
between teachers who worked under two HOS and teachers who worked under four or
more HOS (d = 2.563).
Growth in general, and setting a growth climate in independent schools in
particular, are visionary traits that are traditionally “under the belt” of the Head of
School. Academic principals and religious studies directors manage the daily operation of
the academics at school, construct schedules, conduct meetings with students, parents,
and teachers, and are accountable for student achievement (Murphy, 1999). The head of
school takes an executive role as he or she galvanizes the discussion of growth for all
aspects of the school. Jorgenson (2006) relates the responsibility of establishing a vision
and growth plan to the private school leader as the leader works with the board on what
the school can become. Singh and Billingsley (as cited in Smith, 2009) echo this
argument and claim that principals foster shared goals, values, and professional growth
among faculty and among school constituencies. Williams (2009) claims that the core of
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leadership capacity is about creating conditions within the school for growth, selfrenewal, and the development and distribution of leadership throughout the school
organization. School principals do not have the time or the means to make every decision
at the school, these decisions can be carried out by increasing the responsibility among
other school personnel. By empowering others through growth and development, the
school goals can be achieved successfully (Williams, 2009).
Mendels (2012) found five pivotal practices that shape school leaders and among
these five she described effective leadership as one that develops a school wide vision of
commitment to high standards wherein the leader garners support for school
improvements and changes. As the head of school works with school constituencies and
the board on values, mission, vision, educational and financial long term planning (Eadie,
2009; Frankel & Schechtman ,2010; Votey, 2002), it is clear why teachers’ perceptions of
school growth climate were strongly related to the changes of school heads in Jewish day
schools as found in this research. The head of school is the most influential individual in
regard to school growth and consequently can affect the setting of growth climate at the
school. The head of school may indeed be the only person at the school that can facilitate
discussions and grow ideas both within the school among students, teachers and
administration, and outside of the school, among lay leaders, boards of directors and
community members, and ultimately bridge the information flow between these two
components of school.
As changes in head of school personnel frequently occur, schools are left without
school heads, and after the replacements are found, it takes some time for the successors
to learn their new school and its community before being able to garner healthy growth.
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This supports the findings that a strong measure of association (52%) was found between
teachers’ perception of growth climate and changes in school heads in Jewish day
schools.
Research Question 5. The fifth research question asked: What is the relationship
between teachers’ perception of their school climate and personnel change in the school
academic leadership team (principals, directors of Jewish studies)? The null hypothesis to
evaluate this research question was as follows: There is no statistical difference at the .05
level between teachers in schools that indicated a high number of principals and religious
studies directors change and schools that indicated a low number of principals and
religious studies directors change in their teachers’ perception of climate (as indicated by
their climate score). As presented in Chapter 4, the One-way ANOVA of teachers’
perception of school climate revealed a statistically significant main effect (F (1, 39) =
6.040; p < .05) indicating that the two groups of schools did not indicate the same
teachers’ perception of climate. Therefore, the null hypothesis for the fifth research
question was rejected.
Examination of these results reveals that approximately 68% of the responding
teachers worked with schools that had an average of two or fewer academic principals
and directors of religious studies in the last 5 years, and approximately 32% of the
subjects worked in schools that experienced high turnover among academic leaders
(academic principals and directors of religious studies). The significant difference
between the climate score means of the low academic leadership turnover group (M =
97.73) and the high academic leadership turnover group (M = 82.73) leads to the same
conclusion that emerged from the first hypothesis. There is a significant relationship
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between changes in academic leadership teams in Jewish day schools and the perceived
school climate by the teachers in these schools.
The frequencies table for the data (see table 5) shows that approximately 46% of
the teachers worked in schools with an average turnover of between 1.00-1.99 personnel
across academic leadership positions. The climate score had an inverse relationship to
personnel turnover; as the changes increased, the climate score generally declined. This
relationship excluded one area between 2.3 and 2.6 turnovers average, when the climate
score surprisingly spiked and was high. It is possible that teachers who worked in schools
that experienced high turnovers (but not extremely high) adjusted to the changing reality
and expressed optimism and positivity. The measure of association (ω2 = .1094)
indicated that approximately 11% of the variation in teachers’ perception of climate score
was attributable to differences between the two groups of schools with different numbers
of academic leadership personnel (low and high) in the past five years. This alludes to
the fact that there are other factors associated with the climate score variations, and as
discussed above, a substantial portion of the association relates to heads of school
changes. These data portray more stable situations among midlevel administration in
Jewish day schools than among the heads of schools. A possible reason for this outcome
is that academic leadership is related to the daily academic performance of students
which is traditionally perceived as a valuable strength of Jewish day schools.
Recent research by Chertok et al. (2007) investigated the preparedness level of
Jewish college students who graduated Jewish day schools. From this comparative study,
findings demonstrate that Jewish day schools prepare students well academically, enable
them to move forward with a sense of civic responsibility into new and larger social
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communities, and provide them with a solid grounding in Judaism. The analysis of
respondents’ judgments about their high school preparation in curriculum and skills
indicated that the ratings of Jewish high school alumni in the areas of history, writing,
and study skills are on par with the ratings of alumni from private high schools and
significantly higher than those of alumni of public schools. Although these findings rely
on students’ perceptions of their academics, it is not clear the extent to which these
perceptions are grounded in accurate and objective assessments of Jewish schools.
However, the consistency among Jewish schools’ alumni supports the traditional
perception that Jewish day schools are perceived as academically rigorous. This
perception contributes to the understanding of the findings of this research with regard to
the turnover in academic leadership personnel in Jewish day schools, and can possibly
explain why turnover frequencies among academic principals and directors of religious
studies are lower than those among heads of school.
Principals and religious directors are usually removed from the general
management of the school. As the head of school symbolizes the saying “the buck stops
here,” it seems that the responsibility and the accountability pressures that top school
leaders have can possibly contribute to greater instability (White & DeAngelis, 2011).
Heads of school face multiple tasks on a daily basis and their breadth of duties is greater
than the academic team’s responsibilities. Votey (2002) explains that heads of
independent schools deal with legal issues , management, complaints, community
outreach, fundraising, and board of trustee relations, perhaps making the school heads
more vulnerable to dissatisfaction. This may explain the association of teachers’
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perception of school climate having to do with the turnover of school heads (ω2 = .389)
was greater than that associated with academic leadership turnover (ω2 = .109).
The recent demographic and economic downturn in independent schools requires
tremendous effort from school heads (Sanders, 2009). Steve Piltch, the head of an
independent school in Pennsylvania likened the challenge facing independent to a perfect
storm and stated that independent school are “facing a declining demographic, upward
pressure on tuition, decreased endowments, more need for financial aid, and people
worrying that they won't have money to spend" (Piltch as cited in Sanders, 2009, p.66).
Although many parents are committed to an independent school education for their
children as they pay the tuition and support their school with gifts, it is not clear if they
can continue to afford it (Sanders, 2009). Independent schools cannot predict how long
this economic downturn will last and when it will end (Sanders, 2009).
As these existential factors linger over the school, the school head is required to
perform multiple tasks of leadership, visionary planning, communication, advancement,
public relations, and fundraising to meet these challenges. When school heads take on
these crucial tasks, they naturally remove themselves in different ways and magnitudes
from the academic operation of the school, leaving the academics to the principals and
directors whose influence is more strongly related to the positive academic perception of
Jewish day schools.
Practical Implications of the Findings
These research findings lead to practical implications for educational practice in
educational institutions in general and in independent schools and Jewish day schools in
particular.
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School climate is one of the most important components of school and has been
characterized as the fourth leg of school success, after curriculum materials, instructional
strategies, and teachers (Doll, 2010). In this research, school climate in Jewish day
schools was measured in relation to the changes in leadership personnel in Jewish day
schools across the U.S. in the last five years. Teachers were asked to indicate what they
felt about their school personal relationships, resourcefulness, professional collaboration,
management, academic performance and overall growth climate. The results showed a
strong relationship between the turnover rate of leadership personnel and the teachers’
perception of their school climate. These results produced several practical implications
for educational institutions, independent schools, and Jewish day schools. These
implications can apply to board of directors and community lay leaders at the schools,
human resources decision makers, the school’s structure and preparedness for change,
and, faculties and parents at the schools.
The relationship between teachers’ perception of their school climate and
leadership personnel change exhibited the importance of stability and well planned
change in school leadership personnel. Despite the effects of economic downturn on the
operation of Jewish day schools, and in some cases the threat it posed to the existence of
the schools, school boards and lay leadership need to enhance the support for school
heads and provide assistance to them in the area of recruitment, fundraising, and growth
planning for the school. In many cases, lay leadership is gripped with despair placing all
their hope in a new school head who will be a “knight on a white horse” and change the
situation for good. Schools that impatiently change their school heads often face a
repeated reality that the new head and the school board will continue to struggle with the
133

same problems as before the change. Instead of the current vicious cycle of personnel
transition and increased scuffle, boards and lay leadership should unite forces toward the
establishment of support systems that will enable and empower their school head and
administration to lead the school and to overcome the hurdles the school faces.
Peer support for the school head was also mentioned in literature, emphasizing the
transition period of new principals and suggesting that school heads can benefit from a
mentor, coach, or peer that will help the head in the first steps (Bolman & Deal, 2003;
Weinstein et al., 2009). It was also suggested that it would have been helpful to shadow
another head of school for a few months before assuming the headship themselves.
School boards should collaborate effectively with the school head and with the
administration and eliminate stress and pressure while increasing job security.
Human resource decision makers in Jewish day schools, regardless of whom they
answer to in the organizational structure, should exemplify best practices by conducting
periodical evaluations, setting clear future goals, and developing healthy relationships
among faculty, administration, school heads, and lay leaders. When the human side of the
school is respectfully nurtured by school leaders, school climate and school effectiveness
rises. Leadership transition that is truthfully necessary to the improvement of a school
should emerge from the actual needs of students, teachers, and school constituencies
without affecting perceptions of climate or impairing the school’s operations.
Schools should also develop a strategic plan that addresses economic,
demographic and developmental needs. School heads should take a central pivotal part in
such a plan, but should not be exclusively accountable for its operation. In difficult
economic times when the future finances of families are at risk affecting enrollment and
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fundraising in schools, it is important to revise policies, update manuals, welcome new
ideas, and adjust to new market changes. Schools should utilize the best of their
supporters, community members, parents, alumni, and friends to contribute to a strategic
plan that will answer the current needs of the school. Counsel from the fields of
economics, law, finance, education, social studies, religion, marketing, public relations
and more, is often available on a voluntary basis or can be hired, and schools should be
open to multi-dimensional solutions for current emerging challenges.
Based on the tendency of turnover that was found in this research, it would be
wise for schools to establish a constructive and familiar routine for arrival and departure
of school heads. Setting the right tone before any leadership transition is essential to the
reception of a new leader, his or her adaptation to the school’s environment and the
relationships that are built between the leader and the faculty. Setting the right tone for an
orderly departure is essential to control emotions and to maintain a calm and effective
transition as the school continues to function successfully. Weinstein et al. (2009) praises
the advantages of a distributive leadership that empowers others in the organization and
ultimately minimizes the impact of a leader’s succession on the school as responsibilities
are delegated beforehand and faculty and staff are capable of functioning without the
leader during the transition.
Schools should also progress toward 21st century educational approaches, offering
cutting edge curriculums, unique programs, and diverse religious aspects to attract new
potential students and to retain current students. As a private independent entity, Jewish
day schools compete against a large field of education that includes public schools,
independent secular and independent religious schools, performing arts schools, science
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based schools, athletic based schools and more. Jewish day schools should strengthen
their unique advantage while offering other perspectives on education that can lead
students and faculties to acquire the knowledge, skills, and values that are necessary in
the 21st century.
The results of this research can be used to raise awareness in independent schools
and in Jewish day schools of the ramifications of leadership personnel change, and
suggest potential remedies for stability and positive influence on school climate.
Recommendation for Future Research
The findings of this study contribute to describing the relationship between
leadership personnel change and the perception of climate in schools.
Understanding the role of the head of school, principals, religious studies
directors, and learning about the current turnover trends among these leaders was one part
of the process. Investigating the teachers’ perception of school climate in Jewish day
schools from various climate aspects helped portray the current moods, interpretations,
morale and spirit in Jewish day school (from the teachers’ perspective). Linking the
leadership personnel turnover to the climate perceptions of teachers in Jewish day schools
was a learning experience that enlightened the way school climate relates to leadership
personnel change in particular, and revealed some of the ramifications of these relations.
Though this research paved the way to a better understanding of the relationship between
leadership transition and organizational climate, further research is needed.
The following suggestions are possible research opportunities that may be of
benefit to educational institutions as well as organizations and businesses:
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The trends that emerged from the data in this study indicated a strong relationship
between leadership personnel change and teachers’ perception of climate in Jewish day
schools. Expanding this study by identifying a larger sample of Jewish day schools, could
help to better define the strength of this relationship. Furthermore, branching out from
Jewish day schools to secular and religious independent schools, public schools, postsecondary education, and other kinds of schools, will benefit the greater educational
arena and will offer ideas which fortify the relationship between leadership personnel
transition and school climate.
The role of a school head is compared in this research to the role of a superintendent
in public education as well as to the role of CEOs in other kinds of organizations.
Analysis of the same transition trends in leadership personnel in business, non-profit
organizations, profit organizations, government agencies and more, in relation to their
organizational climate as perceived by clients, board of directors, employees, partners,
competitors and other organizational constituencies, can enhance the understanding of
the link between leadership personnel change and organizational climate. It can also
portray a thorough image of this relationship and enhance the comprehension of the
human side of the organizational operation.
Just as was done in this research, it is suggested that the range of the investigation of
leadership personnel be expanded to include a broader scope of schools, businesses and
organizations with further exploration of turnover among a variety of leadership
personnel (lay leaders, top principals, executives, mid-level administrators etc.) in
relationship to organizational climate as perceived by a variety of constituencies. This
can further clarify the important association between climate and leadership.
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Though the findings in this research that different aspects of school climate relate
differently to the turnover in leadership personnel are significant, it is important to further
investigate other sides of school operations in relation to leadership personnel change.
More examination of schools’ data, such as enrollment rates, graduation rates, students’
academic results, and other perspectives of school operations would be an outstanding
addition to the accumulated knowledge of education and leadership.
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Appendix A: Research Questionnaire

Teachers' Perspective of School Climate
Teachers' Perspective of school climate
You are about to start the questionnaire for teachers in independent Jewish day schools in
America which is part of a research that is conducted as one of the requirements for a doctoral
program at the University of Memphis.
This research is interested in learning about the relationship between the leadership personnel
change and the perceived school climate and atmosphere among teachers. Your honest
response is important to the understanding of this subject. This survey maintains a high level of
confidentiality as no individual teacher or their schools will be identified in any reports. If there is
a question you do not wish to answer, simply skip it. You can exit the survey at any time you like.
There are 36 questions in this survey and I hope you will answer as many questions as possible.
Your responses are voluntary and confidential.
Continuing to the next page indicates that you have read the description above and agreed to
participate in it.
Good luck and thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your help is greatly
appreciated.
Page 1 - Heading

Personal Relationship
The school climate is reflected through healthy and positive personal relationship between
administration, faculty and staff members through genuine and sensitive communication among
all constituencies. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Page 1 - Question 1 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school shows interest in the needs, hopes, and dreams of faculty members.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 1 - Question 2 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)[Up To 2 Answers]

My direct supervisor is calm and patient when other people have to miss work due to sick days.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent
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Page 1 - Question 3 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School conveys compassion toward its employees when other people disclose a personal loss.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 1 - Question 4 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

I feel that the school treats people of all backgrounds fairly.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 1 - Question 5 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

In implementing a change, the school administration explains, answers questions, and patiently
listens to concerns.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 2 - Heading

Resourcefulness
School offers resourceful solutions and provides strategic and well effective support to teachers in
their academic and routine work. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements:
Page 2 - Question 6 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School Policies about how I should teach are often consistent.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent
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Page 2 - Question 7 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Faculty meetings are attended by most all, and address relevant content.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 2 - Question 8 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School’s administration provides me with knowledge or information that is very useful to me in the
classroom.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 2 - Question 9 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Overall, the instructional policies I am supposed to follow in my classroom are consistent and
practical.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 2 - Question 10 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School provides useful professional development opportunities to all faculty and staff.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 3 - Heading

Professional Collaboration
School promotes working relationships of coworkers and enables cooperation of all school
components in achieving the school’s mission and goals.Please indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the following statements:
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Page 3 - Question 11 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

I am able to plan and coordinate instruction with my students' other teachers.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 3 - Question 12 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

In my school, teachers who work with students at the same achievement level use similar
methods and cover the same content.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 3 - Question 13 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Faculty members have the time and interest to communicate with one another, and feel very little
isolation.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 3 - Question 14 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

I feel involved in the beginning stages of initiatives at school.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 3 - Question 15 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Our faculty demonstrates collaborative work and presents collegiality and trust.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent
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Page 4 - Heading

Management
School administration is visionary and professional, plans and performs efficiently, uses
advanced management skills, expand employees’ opportunities, effectively deals with resistance
and solve problems successfully. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements:
Page 4 - Question 16 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School administration is able to present an unpopular decision professionally.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 4 - Question 17 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School leadership analyzes a complex situation carefully, and reduces it to its simplest terms in
searching for a solution.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 4 - Question 18 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School leadership listens to individuals at all levels in the organization.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 4 - Question 19 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School administration adjusts management style to changing situations.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent
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Page 4 - Question 20 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School leadership is visionary and able to excite other people to work hard.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 5 - Heading

Academic Performance
School’s standing is on a high level, successful in implementing high academic and management
standards, attracting top notch personnel and achieves great accomplishments. Please indicate
how much you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Page 5 - Question 21 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school’s curriculum is advanced, attractive and innovative.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 5 - Question 22 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school sets high standards for academic performance for all students.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 5 - Question 23 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school is clearly communicates to students the consequences of breaking school rules.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 5 - Question 24 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school finds and attracts highly talented and productive people.
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Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 5 - Question 25 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

My school correctly identifies potential performance problems early.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 6 - Heading

Setting a Growth Climate
School climate enables people to grow professionally and advance their teaching knowledge,
strategies and the overall achievements of the school. Please indicate how much you agree or
disagree with the following statements:
Page 6 - Question 26 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School sets a challenging climate to encourage individual growth.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 6 - Question 27 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School develops employees by providing challenges and opportunities.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 6 - Question 28 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School has a sense of vision and mission that is shared by all staff.

 Not at all
 To a little extent
 To some extent
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 To a great extent
 To a very great extent
Page 6 - Question 29 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School rewards hard work and dedication to excellence.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 6 - Question 30 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

School enables employees to grow in variety of areas.







Not at all
To a little extent
To some extent
To a great extent
To a very great extent

Page 7 - Heading

School data
Description
Page 7 - Question 31 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many heads of school did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable

Page 7 - Question 32 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many early childhood principals did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable
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Page 7 - Question 33 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many elementary school principals did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable

Page 7 - Question 34 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many middle school principals did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable

Page 7 - Question 35 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many high school principals did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable

Page 7 - Question 36 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

How many directors of religious studies did the school have in the past 5 years?







1
2
3
4 or more
Not applicable

Page 7 - Heading

Thanks again for completing this questionnaire. Your help is greatly appreciated.
Description

Thank You Page

And thanks for completing this questionnaire. <br />Your help is greatly appreciated.
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Screen Out Page

Standard

Over Quota Page

Standard

Survey Closed Page

Standard
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Appendix B: Introductory Email Letter to Subjects
June, 2012
Name
School
Address
City, State Zip
Dear Mr./Ms. Last Name:
Greetings,
I hope this email finds you well. This email contains a link to a questionnaire for teachers in
independent Jewish day schools in America. This is part of a research that is conducted as
one of the requirements for a doctoral program at the University of Memphis. This research is
interested in learning about the relationship between the leadership personnel change and the
perceived school climate and atmosphere among teachers.
This survey maintains a high level of confidentiality as no individual teacher or their schools
will be identified in any reports. If there is a question you do not wish to answer, simply skip
it. You can exit the survey at any time you like. I hope you will answer as many questions as
possible. Your responses are voluntary and confidential.
This web based questionnaire is hosted by Zoomerang.com, a Market Tools Inc. company
who provides confidential, sophisticated functionality and professional survey solutions to
many fields. Although millions of surveys were hosted by Market Tools Inc., I would like to
remind you of different internet flaws and that you should be responsible for the security of
your computer at the time of the survey.

Clicking below indicates that you have read the description above and agreed to participate in
it. Please take ten to twelve minutes to fill out the survey (school climate self-instrument)
online at http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22DN2TNVHRC
I know that you are very busy, but I believe the information gained from this study will
benefit the leaders of independent Jewish day school in the United States as well as
educators, lay leaders and other constituencies at the independent school systems.
Again, please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need additional
information.
Good Luck and thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your help is greatly
appreciated.
Sincerely,
Mr. Sharon Knafo
Doctoral Candidate
University of Memphis
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Appendix C: Approved Institutional Review Board Protocol
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Appendix D: Approved Amendment to Institutional Review Board’s Protocol
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